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MARCH 29, 2019
SUMMARY OF SUBJECT MATTER

TO: Members, Subcommittee on Railroads, Pipelines, and Hazardous Mate-
rials
FROM: Staff, Subcommittee on Railroads, Pipelines, and Hazardous Materials
RE: Subcommittee Hearing on “Pipeline Safety: Reviewing the Status of
Mandates and Examining Additional Safety Needs”
PURPOSE

The Subcommittee on Railroads, Pipelines, and Hazardous Materials will meet on
Tuesday, April 2, 2019, at 10:00 a.m. in HVC 210, Capitol Visitor Center, to receive
testimony related to “Pipeline Safety: Reviewing the Status of Mandates and Exam-
ining Additional Safety Needs.” The purpose of the hearing is to consider the status
of safety rulemakings that Congress previously has mandated, as well as to examine
the safety of the Nation’s gas and hazardous liquid pipelines and facilities and how
to respond to gaps or needs that exist. The Subcommittee will receive testimony
from the Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration; the National
Transportation Safety Board; Accufacts, Inc.; the American Petroleum Institute; the
Association of Oil Pipe Lines; the Environmental Defense Fund; the International
Association of Fire Chiefs; and, the Pipeline Safety Trust.

BACKGROUND

About the Agency

The Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration (PHMSA) was cre-
ated under the Norman Y. Mineta Research and Special Programs Improvement Act
of 2004 (P.L. 108-426) (“2004 Act”). Prior to enactment of the 2004 Act, the Depart-
ment of Transportation’s (DOT) Research and Special Programs Administration ad-
ministered the DOT’s pipeline and hazardous materials safety programs. PHMSA’s
mission is to protect people and the environment by advancing the safe transpor-
tation of energy and other hazardous materials that are essential to our daily lives.
The 2004 Act established that PHMSA “shall consider the assignment and mainte-
nance of safety as the highest priority ... ” PHMSA is charged with the safe and
secure movement of over one million daily shipments of hazardous materials by all
modes of transportation. PHMSA oversees the nation’s 2.7 million miles ! of gas and
hazardous liquid pipelines, which account for the transportation of 65 percent of the
energy commodities consumed in the United States.

The first statute regulating pipeline safety was the Natural Gas Pipeline Safety
Act of 1968 (P.L. 90-481), which Congress amended in 1976 (P.L. 94-477). Congress
added hazardous liquid pipelines to the statute in the Pipeline Safety Act of 1970
(P.L. 96-129). Subsequent bills included the Pipeline Safety Reauthorization Act of
1988 (P.L. 100-561), the Pipeline Safety Act of 1992 (P.L. 102-508), the Accountable
Pipeline Safety and Partnership Act of 1996 (P.L. 104-304), the Pipeline Safety Im-
provement Act of 2002 (P.L. 107-355), the Norman Y. Mineta Research and Special
Programs Improvement Act of 2004 (P.L. 108-426), the Pipeline Inspection, Protec-
tion, Enforcement and Safety Act of 2006 (P.L. 109-468), the Pipelines Safety, Regu-
latory Certainty, and Job Creation Act of 2011 (P.L. 112-90), and the Protecting our
Infrastructure of Pipelines and Enhancing Safety Act of 2016 (P.L. 114-183). These
authorizing Acts provide for Federal safety regulation of facilities used in the trans-

1There are an estimated 2,757,650 miles of pipelines under PHMSA’s jurisdiction, of which
2,223,212 are for distribution of natural gas, 300,655 for transmission of natural gas, an esti-
mated 18,380 for gathering of natural gas, and 215,628 for hazardous liquids.
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portation of gases and hazardous liquids by pipeline. The current authorization ex-
pires on September 30, 2019.

Pipeline Safety Framework

Safety regulations differ depending on the nature of the pipeline and the com-
modity that is moving through it. PHMSA’s regulations govern pipelines and facili-
ties that transport natural gas (49 CFR 192) separately from those that transport
hazardous liquid (49 CFR 195). Additionally, the pipelines and facilities used to
transport natural gas and hazardous liquids vary in operating pressures, diameter
size, intended purpose, and proximity to populated areas. These include:

Distribution pipelines transport natural gas to commercial and residential
end-users. Gas distribution pipelines tend to be smaller in diameter and
operate at lower pressures. PHMSA estimates there are 2.23 million
miles of gas distribution lines, much of which are intrastate pipelines.
There are no hazardous liquid distribution pipelines.

Transmission pipelines transport natural gas from treatment and proc-
essing facilities to bulk customers, storage facilities, and local gas dis-
tribution networks. Transmission pipelines can range in size from several
inches to several feet in diameter and are designed to operate from rel-
atively low pressures to high pressures. These lines can operate within
a single State or span hundreds of miles, crossing one or more State
lines. PHMSA estimates there are 300,655 miles of interstate and intra-
state gas transmission lines.

Gathering lines transport natural gas from the production site to a cen-
tral collection point. Historically, gathering lines were built in lower pop-
ulated areas, had smaller diameters than transmission lines, and oper-
ated at pressures and flow lower than transmission lines. However, as
new gas development occurs around the country, producers are installing
new gathering systems in higher populated areas and building larger di-
ameter and higher pressure gathering lines.2 PHMSA currently regulates
18,380 miles of gas gathering lines, which leaves an estimated 438,884
miles of gas gathering lines unregulated.3 PHMSA does not maintain
records on incidents involving these unregulated gathering lines, nor are
the lines required to be regularly inspected, built to specified standards,
or required to have emergency response plans in place. To address this
safety risk, PHMSA has proposed regulations to collect information and
set Federal minimum standards on certain gathering lines.4

Hazardous liquid pipelines transport liquid petroleum from sources of ori-
gin to refineries and chemical plants, and in some cases to storage facili-
ties or distribution terminals. According to PHMSA, hazardous liquids
traverse the United States through 215,628 miles of hazardous liquid
pipelines, of which an estimated 4,000 miles® are gathering lines. Ap-
proximately 30,000-40,000 miles of onshore hazardous liquid gathering
lines are unregulated.®

Liquefied natural gas (LNG) facilities are used for converting, trans-
porting, or storing LNG. There are several Federal agencies involved in
the regulation of LNG.7 Historically, PHMSA has regulated peakshaving
facilities ® and satellite facilities® where LNG has been used to manage
capacity during times of peak demand. PHMSA also regulates import ter-

2Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration, Notice of Proposed Rulemaking,
Pipeline Safety: Safety of Gas Transmission and Gathering Pipelines, PHMSA-2011-0023, April
8, 2016.

3 Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration, Safety of Gas Gathering Pipelines
Presentation, Gas Pipeline Advisory Committee Meeting January 8-9, 2019 (Version 12/21/2019).
https:/primis.phmsa.dot.gov/meetings/FilGet.mtg?fil=1029.

41d

5Pii)e1ine and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration, Notice of Proposed Rulemaking,
Pipeline Safety: Safety of Hazardous Liquid Pipelines, PHMSA-2010-0229, October 13, 2015.
61d

7PHMSA generally regulates LNG facilities if the facility either receives from or delivers to
a pipeline regulated by PHMSA. See 49 CFR 193.2001.

8These facilities receive natural gas from gas transmission pipelines during warm months, lig-
uefy the gas, and store the liquefied gas until cold weather when it is needed, and are located
primarily in the Northeast.

9These facilities have storage and vaporization capabilities, but do not liquefy gas. Natural
gas is often trucked to these facilities and stored until the energy is needed, at which time it
is put into a gas pipeline.
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minals.10 However, market dynamics have changed such that there has
been a rapid growth in export terminals. At these terminals, large quan-
tities of natural gas are liquefied and stored for transport aboard special-
ized tanker ships for export markets. PHMSA has announced plans to
fully update its LNG regulations to address these changes in the industry
and to comply with a 2016 mandate from Congress.!! The agency is draft-
ing a Notice of Proposed Rulemaking.

PHMSA’s Pipeline Safety Oversight

PHMSA'’s pipeline safety functions include developing, issuing, and enforcing reg-
ulations for the safe transportation of natural gas (include liquefying natural gas)
and hazardous liquids by pipeline. PHMSA sets Federal minimum safety standards.
The agency’s regulatory programs are focused on the design, construction, operation,
and maintenance or abandonment of pipeline facilities, and in the construction, op-
eration, and maintenance of liquefied natural gas facilities. The agency only has ju-
risdiction over transportation-related facilities; it does not have jurisdiction over
drilling or production facilities.

PHMSA carries out its regulatory functions through its Office of Pipeline Safety
(OPS), whose purpose is to carry out a national program to ensure the safe, reliable,
and environmentally-sound operation of the nation’s natural gas and hazardous lig-
uid pipeline transportation system.

PHMSA has long-experienced difficulty in recruiting and maintaining an inspec-
tion workforce capable of meeting PHMSA’s oversight needs, as PHMSA often com-
petes against the regulated industry for personnel. Congress has previously in-
creased the number of Federal pipeline safety inspectors and directed the Office of
Inspector General to study PHMSA’s continued staffing needs and potential solu-
tions. In Fiscal Year 2018, PHMSA received funding to support 308 OPS staff posi-
tions. As of September 2017, 292 of those positions were filled, of which 205 per-
formed inspection and enforcement functions.!2

PHMSA’s regulations also address the workforce to help ensure their actions
maintain the safety of the Nation’s pipelines. For instance, PHMSA requires pipe-
line operators and their contractors to conduct drug and alcohol testing programs;
however, some pipeline workers performing safety-sensitive functions on master
meter systems and pipeline systems that transport only petroleum gas or petroleum
gas/air mixtures are exempt from these programs. Pipeline operators based in Can-
ada or Mexico who maintain and control hundreds of miles of pipelines in the
United States are also exempt. In addition, PHMSA regulations require operators
to develop and adopt qualification programs to ensure that those performing certain
operations and maintenance tasks are qualified to do so.

When violations of PHMSA’s regulations occur, the agency has several enforce-
ment mechanisms it can use to require pipeline operators to regain compliance with
the regulations. These tools include the issuance of a warning letter,!3 a notice of
probable violation,'4 or a corrective action order.> The agency may issue fines for
non-compliance. In 2018, PHMSA initiated 199 enforcement cases !¢ related to a
range of violations, such as failure to comply with Operator Qualification programs,
emergency response plans, and integrity management program regulations, among
others.

10LNG tanker ships are used to supply marine import terminals with LNG, where it is then
transferred into large storage tanks to be withdrawn, vaporized, and supplied to gas trans-
mission pipelines.

11 Office of Information and Regulatory Affairs, Office of Management and Budget, Executive
Office of  the President. https://www.reginfo.gov/public/do/eAgendaViewRule?publd=
201810&RIN=2137-AF45.7

12Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration, Report to Congress on the Office
of Pipeline Safety’s FY 2017 Actual Staffing and FY 2018 Hiring Plan, September 5, 2018.

13 See 49 CFR 190.205; this letter notifies the operator of alleged violations and directs them
to correct the violation or be subject to additional enforcement action.

14 See 49 CFR 190.207; these notices, commonly issued after routine inspections, incident in-
vestigations, and other activity, allege specific regulatory violations and propose remedial action
or civil penalties.

15See 49 CFR 190.233; these orders are issued when a particular situation represents a seri-
ous hazard to life, property, or the environment and directs certain actions to be taken, up to
and including shutdown of the pipeline system.

16 Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Administration, Summary of Enforcement Activity—Na-
tionwide. https://primis.phmsa.dot.gov/comm/reports/enforce/EnfHome.html?nocache=2062.
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While PHMSA regulations are focused on safety, there are also concerns for pipe-
line cyber security vulnerabilities.!” PHMSA has signed an annex to its memo-
randum of understanding with the Transportation Security Administration (T'SA)
that identifies TSA as the lead entity for pipeline security and PHMSA as respon-
sible for administering a national program of safety in natural gas and hazardous
liquid pipeline transportation, including identifying pipeline safety concerns and de-
veloping uniform safety standards. In a recent report, the Government Account-
ability Office (GAO) was critical of TSA’s efforts to protect these assets, identifying
significant staffing limitations exist and that TSA is unable to ensure that its vol-
untary Pipeline Security Guidelines reflect the latest known standards and best
practices.18

States’ Pipeline Safety Oversight

PHMSA supports this regulatory work by authorizing States to assume certain as-
pects of pipeline safety for intrastate gas pipelines, hazardous liquid pipelines, and
underground natural gas storage through -certifications and agreements with
PHMSA under 49 U.S.C. §§ 60105 and 60106(a). The agency also authorizes States
with certifications to participate in the oversight of interstate pipeline transpor-
tation through agreements under 49 U.S.C. § 60106(b).

To conduct inspection and enforcement of intrastate gas and hazardous liquid
pipelines and facilities, each State must annually certify their pipeline safety pro-
gram by demonstrating to the Secretary that it: has adopted, or is taking steps to
adopt, the Federal standards; is enforcing each standard through inspections; and
is encouraging and promoting the establishment of damage prevention programs.
Each annual certification must include a report that contains: all accidents or inci-
dents reported to the State over the prior 12 months involving a fatality, personal
injury requiring hospitalization, or property damage or loss of more than $50,000,
or any other accident the State considers significant, and a summary of the inves-
tigation by the State of the cause and circumstances surrounding the accident or
incident. The report also must include the record maintenance, reporting, and in-
spection practices conducted by the State to enforce compliance with Federal safety
standards, including the number of inspections of pipeline facilities the authority
made during the prior 12 months.19

States with certified pipeline safety programs may impose additional standards
for intrastate pipelines and facilities so long as they are compatible with the min-
imum Federal standards issued by PHMSA. Separate certification is necessary for
gas and hazardous liquid safety programs. In calendar year 2019, 51 State agen-
cies 20 have certified natural gas safety programs, and 15 States agencies?2! have
certified hazardous liquid safety programs. If States did not participate in the pipe-
line safety or underground natural gas storage programs, the inspection and en-
forcement of these intrastate pipeline and underground natural gas storage facilities
would be PHMSA’s responsibility.

A State that does not satisfy the criteria for certification may enter into an agree-
ment22 to undertake certain aspects of the pipeline or underground natural gas
safety program for intrastate pipeline facilities on behalf of PHMSA. While this
agreement allows a State to perform inspections, probable violations are reported
to PHMSA for enforcement action. In calendar year 2019, two state agencies have
such natural gas agreements with PHMSA .23

The Secretary also is authorized to enter into an interstate agent agreement with
a State with a certified pipeline safety program, allowing the State to participate

17 Statement for the Record, Director of National Intelligence Dan Coats, Senate Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence, January 29, 2019. Referencing Worldwide Threat Assessment of the US
Intelligence Community (2019): “China has the ability to launch cyber attacks that cause local-
ized, temporary disruptive effects on critical infrastructure—such as disruption of a natural gas
pipeline for days to weeks—in the United States.” https:/www.dni.gov/files/fODNI/documents/
2019-ATA-SFR---SSCI.pdf.

18 Government Accountability Office, Critical Infrastructure Protection, Actions Needed to Ad-
dress Significant Weaknesses in TSA’s Pipeline Security Program Management, GAO-19-48, De-
cember 2018.

1949 U.S.C. § 60105.

20 Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration, 2019 State Program Certification
Agreement Status (Appendix F). https:/www.phmsa.dot.gov/working-phmsa/state-programs/
2021191-3ppendix-f-state-program-certiﬁcation-agreement-status—pdf.

2249 U.S.C. § 60106(a).

23 Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration, 2019 State Program Certification
Agreement Status (Appendix F). https://www.phmsa.dot.gov/working-phmsa/state-programs/
2019-appendix-f-state-program-certification-agreement-status-pdf.
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in the oversight of interstate pipeline transportation.24 For such an agreement, the
Secretary must determine that: the agreement is consistent with the Federal inspec-
tion program and Federal safety policies; the State’s interstate participation would
not adversely affect its intrastate oversight responsibilities; the State meets federal
minimum One-Call standards and is carrying-out a program demonstrated to pro-
mote preparedness and risk prevention activities; and the actions planned under the
agreement would not impede interstate commerce or impede safety. The agency his-
torically has used interstate agent agreements to supplement its Federal inspector
workforce. State pipeline safety and underground natural gas storage programs pro-
vide a local presence for protecting the public from pipeline and underground nat-
ural gas storage incidents. In calendar year 2019, eight State agencies25 acted as
certified interstate agents for natural gas pipelines, and five were certified inter-
state agents for hazardous liquid pipelines.26

To support these State efforts, PHMSA administers grants providing up to 80 per-
cent of the total cost of the personnel, equipment, and activities reasonably required
for a State to carry-out certified pipeline safety programs or an agreement. Subject
to annual appropriations, the actual reimbursement rate depends upon the avail-
ability of appropriated funds and the performance of a State’s pipeline safety pro-
gram.

Pipeline Safety Incidents

Despite this oversight, pipeline incidents resulting in injuries and fatalities con-
tinue to occur. In 2018 alone, PHMSA reported 633 pipeline incidents, more than
half of which were designated as serious or significant.2?” These incidents resulted
in eight fatalities, 92 injuries, and nearly $1 billion in damage. From 1999-2018,
PHMSA reported 11,992 pipeline incidents, which resulted in 317 deaths, 1,302 in-
juries, and more than $8.1 billion in damage. Incidents have increased nearly two-
fold from 1999 to 2018.28

Among last year’s fatal incidents was the over-pressurization event on September
13, 2018, involving the Columbia Gas distribution system in Merrimack Valley,
Massachusetts. High-pressure natural gas was released into the low-pressure gas
distribution system, resulting in a series of explosions and fires that killed one per-
son, sent 21 others, including two firefighters, to the hospital, and damaged 131
structures in the city of Lawrence and the towns of Andover and North Andover.
In its preliminary report, the National Transportation Safety Board (NTSB) re-
ported that a contracted crew was performing a Columbia Gas-developed and -ap-
proved pipe replacement project at a nearby intersection, working on a tie-in project
of a new plastic distribution main and the abandonment of a cast-iron distribution
main.2? The Columbia Gas-designed plan did not consider that the cast-iron main
to be abandoned had regulator sensing lines used to detect pressure in the system
and to provide input to the regulators that control the system pressure. Once aban-
doned, the section containing the sensing lines began to lose pressure, causing the
regulators to open further to increase pressure in the distribution system, eventu-
ally opening fully. While the Columbia Gas monitoring center in Columbus, Ohio
received high-pressure alarms, it had no remote-control capability to close the
valves; the valves were closed more than three hours after the first alarm.

The NTSB identified that neither Massachusetts nor Columbia Gas had a policy
to require a registered professional engineer to develop or review public utility engi-
neering plans,30 and that the Commonwealth’s Meter and Regulation department

2449 U.S.C. § 60106(b).

25 Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration, 2019 State Program Certification
Agreement Status (Appendix F). https://www.phmsa.dot.gov/working-phmsa/state-programs/
202169—appendix—f—state—program—certiﬁcation—agreement—status—pdf.

271n 2018, 40 serious incidents and 286 significant incidents occurred. Serious incidents are
those that include a fatality or injury requiring in-patient hospitalization. Significant incidents
are those that include a fatality or injury requiring in-patient hospitalization, $50,000 or more
in total costs, highly volatile liquid releases of five barrels or more or other liquid release of
50 barrels or more, or liquid releases resulting in an unintentional fire or explosion.

28 Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration, Pipeline Incident 20 Year Trends.
https:/cms.phmsa.dot.gov/data-and-statistics/pipeline/pipeline-incident-20-year-trends

29 National Transportation Safety Board, Preliminary Report, Over-pressure of a Columbia
Gas of Massachusetts Low-pressure Natural Gas Distribution System, Merrimack Valley, Mas-
sachusetts, PLD18MRO003, September 13, 2018. https:/www.ntsb.gov/investigations/
AccidentReports/Reports/PLD18MRO003-preliminary-report.pdf.

30Federal law and PHMSA’s regulations do not require review and approval of plans by a pro-
fessional engineer. At the time of the incident, the Commonwealth of Massachusetts had a pro-
fessional engineer licensing exemption for public utilities. On December 31, 2018, the Governor

Continued
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that has control of line information was not required to review the project.3! In re-
sponse to this incident, the NTSB recommended that the Commonwealth of Massa-
chusetts eliminate the professional engineer licensure exemption for public utility
work and require a professional engineer’s seal on public utility engineering draw-
ings. The NTSB recommended that Columbia Gas’s parent company, NiSource, Inc.,
revise the engineering plan and constructability review process to ensure all appli-
cable departments review construction documents and that the documents be sealed
by a professional engineer; ensure records and documentation of the natural gas
systems are traceable, reliable, and complete; apply management of change proc-
esses to all changes to adequately identify system threats;32 and develop and imple-
ment additional controls to mitigate risks.33

In a separate event taking place on August 9, 2018, a gas gathering line owned
by Targa Pipeline Mid-Continent WestTex caused an explosion to a mobile home
structure in rural Midland County, Texas. After the structure exploded, first re-
sponders attempted to put out the blaze, but it continued to relight. Targa employ-
ees were able to isolate the gathering line by closing the valves, after which the fire
lost fuel and burned out. Targa’s third-party investigators determined that the coal
tar coating and steel pipe wall had been compromised with a hole approximately
%s inch by #s inch and had been leaking for an undetermined length of time. Four
people were injured and one later died.

Another incident occurred on February 23, 2018. Over a series of two days, three
homes in a neighborhood served by the same 2-inch wrapped steel Atmos Energy
pipeline experienced gas-related events, including an explosion that killed a 12-year
old child and injured the other four family members. The preliminary report from
the NTSB noted that due to the nature and number of leaks discovered in the
neighborhood, more than 300 residences were evacuated.3* The operator identified
multiple leaks in the neighborhood and had performed various repair work prior to
and during the days the three events occurred. NTSB investigators identified three
sections of the pipe that failed a pressure test and noted that the pipe located be-
hind the home that exploded was cracked.

PHMSA’s data shows that in 2017, there were 648 incidents that resulted in 19
fatalities and 34 injuries.35 The 2017 data includes the August 2, 2017, natural gas
explosion that occurred at a school in Minneapolis, Minnesota that resulted in the
death of two individuals.3¢ In 2016, there were 633 incidents that resulted in 16 fa-
talities and 87 injuries.37

Already in 2019, the NTSB has begun investigating a natural gas line strike and
fire. On February 6, 2019, a third-party-contractor was excavating for fiber optic
conduit installation in San Francisco, California when the contractor struck a Pa-
cific Gas & Electric (PG&E) 2-inch natural gas main, releasing gas and igniting a
fire.38 Fortunately, there were no injuries or fatalities, but about 100 people were
evacuated and the fire burned for more than two hours until PG&E personnel could
isolate and shut down the gas line, removing the fuel source. The NTSB noted in
the preliminary report that the investigation will focus on the third-party contrac-
tor’s preparedness and qualifications to perform the excavation work and the execu-
tion of PG&E and local first responders’ emergency response plans.

of Massachusetts signed into law a requirement that all natural gas work that might pose a
material risk to the public be reviewed and approved by a certified professional engineer. See
Mass. Gen. L. c¢. 112 § 81R; Mass Gen. L. c. 164 § 148.

31 National Transportation Safety Board, Safety Recommendation Report, Natural Gas Dis-
tribution System Project Development and Review (Urgent), adopted November 14, 2018. https://
www.ntsb.gov/investigations/AccidentReports/Reports/PSR1802.pdf.

32 Management of Change is a central tenant of safety management systems and was incor-
porated into API’'s Recommended Practice (RP) 1173 in July 2015. For more information, see
https:/pipelinesms.org/.

33 National Transportation Safety Board, Safety Recommendation Report, Natural Gas Dis-
tribution System Project Development and Review (Urgent), adopted November 14, 2018. https://
www.ntsb.gov/investigations/AccidentReports/Reports/PSR1802.pdf.

34 National Transportation Safety Board Preliminary Report, February 23, 2018. https:/
www.ntsb.gov/investigations/AccidentReports/Reports/PLD18FR002-preliminary.pdf.

35 Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration, Pipeline Incidents (2017). https:/
hip.phmsa.dot.gov/analyticsSOAP/saw.dll?Portalpages.

36 National Transportation Safety Board Preliminary Report, August 2, 2017. https:/
www.ntsb.gov/investigations/AccidentReports/Pages/DCA17MP007-prelim-report.aspx.

37Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration, Pipeline Incidents (2016). https:/
hip.phmsa.dot.gov/analyticsSOAP/saw.dl1?Portalpages.

38 National Transportation Safety Board Preliminary Report, February 6, 2019. https:/
www.ntsb.gov/investigations/AccidentReports/Reports/PLD19MR001-Preliminary.pdf
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Mandates to Improve Safety Remain Unmet

In response to other incidents, Congress previously has sought to improve pipeline
safety by mandating that PHMSA promulgate new regulations designed to help pre-
vent incidents before they occur. Years later, many of those mandates remain
unmet.

For instance, in response to major pipeline incidents, including a massive
Enbridge oil pipeline spill in Marshall, Michigan, and a fatal Pacific Gas & Electric
natural gas explosion in San Bruno, California, in 2011 Congress enacted the Pipe-
line Safety, Regulatory Certainty, and Job Creation Act of 2011 (P.L. 112-90), which
mandated several safety improvements, including:

o Valves (PSA11 Sec. 4). PHMSA must require pipeline operators to install auto-
matic and remote-controlled shut-off valves, or equivalent technology, on haz-
ardous liquid and natural gas transmission pipeline facilities constructed or en-
tirely replaced after a Final Rule implementing this mandate is issued,;

o Integrity Management Plans (PSA11 Sec. 5(a)-(f). Requires pipeline operators
to expand their integrity management program (pipeline inspection and repair
program) beyond high-consequence areas (HCAs). HCAs include commercially
navigable waterways, high population areas, other populated areas, and unusu-
ally sensitive areas;

e Leak Detection (PSAI11 Sec. 8(b)). Requires pipeline operators to install leak de-
tection systems, where practicable, and requires PHMSA to establish perform-
ance standards for the capability of such systems to detect leaks; 39

o Offshore Liquid Gathering Lines (PSA11 Sec. 21(c)). Requires the Secretary to
regulate offshore liquid gathering lines; and

o Grandfathered Pipe (PSA11 Sec. 7(a)-(b)). Requires pipeline owners and opera-
tors to verify maximum allowable operating pressure,?9 report exceedances of
maximum allowable operating pressure, and requires PHMSA to issue regula-
tions for conducting tests to confirm the material strength of previously untest-
ed natural gas transmission pipelines located in HCAs and operating at a pres-
sure greater than 30 percent of specified minimum yield strength.

PHMSA has not implemented these mandates. According to PHMSA, the agency
currently has three ongoing rulemakings that cover these outstanding mandates
from the 2011 Act: “Safety of On-Shore Hazardous Liquid Pipelines,” “Safety of Gas
Transmission Pipelines,” and “Amendments to Parts 192 and 195 to Require Valve
Installation and Minimum Rupture Detection Standards.” PHMSA’s most recent
schedule projects that it will issue Final Rules on June 18, 2019 and July 2, 2019,
and a Notice of Proposed Rulemaking on August 7, 2019, respectively, for those pro-
ceedings-multiple years past the deadline that Congress mandated. Moreover, the
latter two rulemakings have been under review by the Office the Secretary (OST)
since October and August of 2018, respectively. After seven months of review at the
OST, the “Safety of On-Shore Hazardous Liquid Pipelines” rule was sent to the Of-
fice of Management and Budget on March 19, 2019.

Then in 2016, Congress enacted the Protecting our Infrastructure of Pipelines and
Enhancing Safety (PIPES) Act of 2016, which required additional rulemakings and
other safety mandates, including:

e Natural Gas and Hazardous Liquid Integrity Management Reviews (PIPES Act
Sec. 4 and 5). These sections require the GAO to report to Congress on how nat-
ural gas integrity management programs and the hazardous liquid pipeline fa-
cility integrity management programs have improved the safety of natural gas
transmission and hazardous liquid pipeline facilities, respectively. GAO has not
completed these two reports because PHMSA has not completed Final Rules re-
quired by the 2011 Act for the “Safety of Gas Transmission and Gathering
Lines” or the “Safety of On-Shore Hazardous Liquid Pipelines.”

o Technical Safety Standards Committees (PIPES Act Sec. 6(b)). Requires the Sec-
retary to fill all vacancies on the Technical Pipeline Safety Standards Commit-
tees within 90 days of the date of enactment, and within 60 days of any future
vacancies. Currently, there are two government representative vacancies cre-
ated on 12/2016 and 8/2018 on the Liquid Pipeline Advisory Committee, and

39 Leak detection systems protect the public and environment from consequences of a pipeline
failure by automatically alerting the operator when a leak occurs. Pipeline operators are then
able to take appropriate action to minimize the spill. There are different types of systems; some
measure the product volume at the start of a segment and compare it with the volume at the
end, while others are more complex and monitor operating conditions. Additionally, the efficacy
of systems relies on the sensitivity capabilities so that small leaks can be detected.

40 Maximum Allowable Operating Pressure (MAOP) is a defined term, meaning the maximum
pressure at which a pipeline or segment of a pipeline may be operated under the regulations.
For maximum operating pressure of gas pipelines see 49 CFR 192.3 and for hazardous liquid
pipelines, see 49 CFR 195.406.
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one government representative vacancy created on 10/2018 on the Gas Pipeline
Advisory Committee.

e Underground Natural Gas Storage Facilities (PIPES Act Sec. 12(b)-(c)). Re-
quires the Secretary to issue minimum safety standards for underground nat-
ural gas storage facilities while allowing States to go beyond Federal regula-
tions for regulating intrastate facilities. This section also imposes a fee on oper-
ators of underground natural gas storage facilities to support the Federal un-
derground natural gas storage safety program. The agency issued an Interim
Final Rule on minimum safety standards for underground natural gas storage
facilities in December 2016 and reopened the comment period in October 2017.
PHMSA has not published a Final Rule. The rule is scheduled to be published
on July 2, 2019.

o Safety Data Sheets (PIPES Act Sec. 14). Requires hazardous liquid pipeline op-
erators to provide on-scene coordinators and state and local emergency respond-
ers with safety data sheets within six hours of a hazardous liquid spill, pro-
viding more accurate information for pipeline emergencies. Operators are re-
quired to comply with this self-executing provision, and PHMSA plans to incor-
porate the provision into the “Safety of On-Shore Hazardous Liquid Pipelines”
rulemaking, which was sent to the OMB on March 19, 2019.

o Emergency Order Authority (PIPES Act Sec. 16). Authorizes the Secretary to im-
pose certain emergency restrictions and safety measures on pipeline operators
to address an imminent hazard resulting from a pipeline incident or unsafe
practice. PHMSA published an Interim Final Rule on emergency orders in Octo-
ber 2016 but has not issued a Final Rule. The rule is scheduled to be published
on April 22, 2019.

o Response Plans (PIPES Act Sec. 18). Requires oil spill response plans to con-
sider the impact of a discharge into or on navigable waters and adjoining shore-
lines, including those covered by ice, and to include in those response plans pro-
cedures and resources for responding to such discharge. PHMSA held a work-
shop in April 2016 to develop a “Good Practices” guide on how to complete oil
spill response plans, but the guide is still going through internal clearance and
has not been published.

e High Consequence Areas (PIPES Act Sec. 19). Designates the Great Lakes,
coastal beaches, and marine coastal waters as HCAs for purposes of ensuring
pipelines in these areas are inspected and repaired. A public meeting was held
in November 2017, but no Final Rule has been issued. The agency has only
begun drafting an Advanced Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, and no publication
date has been identified.

Additionally, the PIPES Act of 2016 (Sec. 10) required the convening of a working
group to consider the development of a voluntary information-sharing system to en-
courage collaborative efforts that improve inspection system feedback and informa-
tion sharing. The purpose is to improve gas transmission and hazardous liquid pipe-
line facility integrity risk analysis. PHMSA’s Voluntary Information-Sharing System
Working Group is preparing a report with recommendations.

PHMSA’s rulemaking program must comply with the Administrative Procedure
Act and applicable Executive Orders; however, unlike other regulatory agencies,
PHMSA has additional statutory processes it must fulfill before finalizing a pipeline
safety regulation.4! This process was put in place in 199642 and includes the re-
quirement to perform a “risk assessment” of proposals under consideration, and to
submit risk assessment information to the Technical Pipeline Safety Standards
Committee and/or the Technical Hazardous Liquid Pipeline Safety Standards Com-
mittee.#3 The Committee(s) then must evaluate the data and provide any rec-
ommended options to PHMSA. PHMSA must review the report from the Com-
mittee(s), must provide written response, and may revise the risk assessment and
proposed standard before promulgating a Final Rule. Moreover, PHMSA must pro-
pose or issue standards “only upon a reasoned determination that the benefits of
the intended standard justify its costs,” except as otherwise required by statute.

To address the status of the statutorily-mandated PHMSA rulemakings, Congress
required in the Sec. 3 of the PIPES Act of 2016 the Secretary to publish updates
on the agency website every 90 days, which includes a work plan for each regula-
tion, timeline, staff allocations, resource constraints, and any other constraints de-

4149 U.S.C. § 60102(b).

42The Accountable Pipeline Safety and Partnership Act of 1996 (P.L. 104-304).

43 PHMSA informally refers to the Technical Pipeline Safety Standards Committee as the Gas
Pipeline Advisory Committee (GPAC), and the Technical Hazardous Liquid Pipeline Safety
Standards Committee as the Liquid Pipeline Advisory Committee.
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laying the rulemaking process. PHMSA has published its rulemakings chart online,
and this information has aided Congress in monitoring PHMSA’s progress.
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PIPELINE SAFETY: REVIEWING THE STATUS
OF MANDATES AND EXAMINING ADDI-
TIONAL SAFETY NEEDS

TUESDAY, APRIL 2, 2019

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON RAILROADS, PIPELINES, AND
HAZARDOUS MATERIALS,
COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND INFRASTRUCTURE,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10:01 a.m., in room
HV(C-210, Capitol Visitor Center, Hon. Daniel Lipinski (Chairman
of the subcommittee) presiding.

Mr. LiPINSKI. The subcommittee will come to order.

First, I want to start by asking unanimous consent that Mem-
bers not on the subcommittee be permitted to sit with the sub-
committee at today’s hearing and ask questions.

Without objection, so ordered.

I want to welcome everyone to the first hearing of the Railroads,
Pipelines, and Hazardous Materials Subcommittee. It is an honor
to be chairman of the subcommittee. It has been 8 years since I
have held a gavel of a subcommittee. It is great to have this one.

I want to welcome Ranking Member Rick Crawford and all of the
new members of the subcommittee here. I look forward to working
with Ranking Member Crawford and Members on both sides of the
aisle, as well as staff, on the many issues that we have before the
subcommittee, including pipeline safety reauthorization. We have a
long tradition of bipartisanship, and I look forward to continuing
that tradition here.

This hearing is particularly important given the recent spate of
pipeline incidents, both liquid and gas, that we have seen in recent
years. Explosions and pipeline failures just in the past couple of
years in Merrimack Valley, Dallas, Minneapolis, and locally here in
Silver Spring have tragically killed many people and caused severe
property damage.

I want to acknowledge Congresswoman Lori Trahan and Con-
gressman Seth Moulton, who will speak today about the
Merrimack Valley tragedy and the impacts it has had on their con-
stituents.

From 1999 to 2018, the Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety
Administration, PHMSA, reported 11,992 pipeline incidents which
resulted in 317 deaths, 1,302 injuries, and more than $8.1 billion
in damages. Incidents increased nearly twofold from 1999 to 2018.
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This shows that we still have much work to do to ensure the safety
of our pipeline system, which must be our top priority.

First and foremost, on the safety front, is the expeditious comple-
tion of outstanding rulemakings from the 2011 and 2016 pipeline
safety reauthorizations. I do want to note the progress that
PHMSA Administrator Elliott has made since the subcommittee’s
June 2018 oversight hearing and the outstanding mandates from
the 2011 and 2016 bills.

But it remains unacceptable that critical rules like the hazardous
liquids rule, gas transmission line rule, and the valve and rupture
detection rule have not been implemented. PHMSA’s and USDOT’s
inaction continue to place lives at risk, and that is completely unac-
ceptable. They must do a better job getting the regulations com-
pleted expeditiously.

Given the delay in completing these important rulemakings, we
need to examine PHMSA’s rulemaking process to determine if
there are obstacles to more swift promulgations of regulations, in-
cluding the unique benefit-cost analysis that PHMSA is required to
undertake as part of any rulemaking.

I am pleased to welcome my good friend Jennifer Homendy here
on behalf of the National Transportation Safety Board. NTSB re-
cently came out with their 2019 to 2020 “most wanted list” of safe-
ty improvements. I look forward to hearing from NTSB about pipe-
line safety issues on this list and ways that Congress can address
those issues.

Additionally, NTSB currently has 36 open pipeline safety rec-
ommendations. Twenty-four of those recommendations are to
PHMSA. Three of the most-wanted recommendations to PHMSA
are designated as “open—unacceptable response,” including finding
cracks, defects in pipes. It is important that we move quickly to ad-
dress NTSB’s recommendations, many of which have remained
unaddressed for decades, and determine if there are any new safety
regulations needed.

We also need to continue to assess the workforce capacity of
PHMSA and ensure that PHMSA is properly staffed. This assess-
ment should not only examine whether PHMSA adequately retains
and has enough expertise and experience among pipeline inspector
staff, but also whether PHMSA has enough technical and regu-
latory staff as well.

I look forward to hearing from the safety advocates on the second
panel about the safety gaps they believe exist and need to be ad-
dressed. I also want to consider how industry can take proactive
steps to work with communities and first responders to help pre-
pare and train local emergency personnel in the case of emer-
gencies.

It is important to ensure that robust emergency management
and information-sharing plans and procedures are in place should
something go wrong, like it did in my district in Romeoville, Illi-
nois, when a pipeline spilled more than 6,427 barrels of oil in 2010.

Finally, I have heard concerns that some of PHMSA’s regulations
are woefully outdated and inhibit industry innovation in new areas.
Therefore, it is important to listen to industry stakeholders on
some of the challenges they face. I look forward to considering rea-



3

sonable requests about how we can modernize our regulations
while holding bad actors accountable and not compromise safety.
I look forward to hearing from our witnesses. And now I recog-
nize the ranking member, Mr. Crawford, for an opening statement.
[Mr. Lipinski’s prepared statement follows:]

Prepared Statement of Hon. Daniel Lipinski, a Representative in Congress
from the State of Illinois, and Chair, Subcommittee on Railroads, Pipe-
lines, and Hazardous Materials

Good morning. I want to welcome everyone to the first hearing of the Railroads,
Pipelines, and Hazardous Materials Subcommittee in the 116th Congress. This
hearing is entitled: “Pipeline Safety: Reviewing the Status of Mandates and Exam-
ining Additional Safety Needs.” I specifically want to give a warm welcome to our
ranking member, Rick Crawford, and the new members of the subcommittee. I look
forward to working with Ranking Member Crawford, members on both sides of the
aisle, as well as staff on the many issues we have before this subcommittee, includ-
ing pipeline safety reauthorization. We have a long tradition of bipartisanship and
I look forward to continuing that tradition.

This hearing is particularly important given the recent spate of pipeline incidents,
both liquid and gas, that we have seen in recent years. Explosions and pipeline fail-
ures just in the past couple of years in Merrimack Valley, Dallas, Minneapolis, and
Silver Spring have tragically killed many people and caused severe property dam-
age.

I want to acknowledge Congresswoman Lori Trahan and Congressman Seth
Moulton, who will speak today about the Merrimack Valley tragedy, and the im-
pacts it has had on their constituents.

From 1999 to 2018, the Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration
(PHMSA) reported 11,992 pipeline incidents which resulted in 317 deaths, 1,302 in-
juries, and more than $8.1 billion in damages. Incidents increased nearly two-fold
from 1999 to 2018. This shows that we still have much more work to do to ensure
the safety of our pipeline system, which must be our top priority.

First and foremost on the safety front is the expeditious completion of outstanding
rulemakings from the 2011 and 2016 pipeline safety reauthorizations. I do want to
note the progress that PHMSA and Administrator Elliott have made since this sub-
committee’s June 2018 oversight hearing on the outstanding mandates from the
2011 and 2016 bills. But it remains unacceptable that critical rules like the haz-
ardous liquids rule, gas transmission line rule, and the valve and rupture detection
rule, have not been implemented. PHMSA’s and USDOT’s inaction continue to place
lives at risk and that is simply unacceptable. They must do a better job getting the
regulations completed expeditiously.

Given the delay in completing these important rulemakings, we need to examine
PHMSA’s rulemaking process to determine if there are obstacles to more swift pro-
mulgations of regulations, including the unique benefit-cost analysis that PHMSA
is required to undertake as part of any rulemaking.

I am pleased to welcome my good friend Jennifer Homendy here on behalf of the
National Transportation Safety Board (NTSB). NTSB recently came out with their
2019-2020 Most Wanted list of safety improvements. I look forward to hearing from
NTSB about pipeline safety issues on this list and ways Congress can address those
issues.

Additionally, NTSB currently has 36 open pipeline safety recommendations.
Twenty-four of those open recommendations are to PHMSA. Three of the Most
Wanted recommendations to PHMSA are designated as “Open—Unacceptable Re-
sponse,” including finding crack defects in pipes. It’s important that we move quick-
ly to address NTSB’s recommendations, many of which have remained unaddressed
for decades, and determine if there are any new safety regulations needed.

We also need to continue to assess the workforce capacity of PHMSA and ensure
that PHMSA is properly staffed. This assessment should not only examine whether
PHMSA adequately retains and has enough expertise and experience among pipe-
line inspector staff, but also whether PHMSA has enough technical and regulatory
staff as well.

I look forward to hearing from the safety advocates on the second panel about the
safety gaps they believe exist and need to be addressed. I also want to consider how
industry can take proactive steps to work with communities and first responders to
help prepare and train local emergency personnel in the case of emergencies. It is
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important to ensure that robust emergency management and information sharing
plans and procedures are in place should something go wrong like it did in my dis-
trict in Romeoville, Illinois, when a pipeline spilled more than 6,427 barrels of oil
in 2010.

Finally, I have heard concerns that some of PHMSA’s regulations are woefully
outdated and inhibit industry innovation in new areas. Therefore, it is important
to listen to industry stakeholders on some of the challenges they face and I look for-
ward to considering reasonable requests about how we can modernize our regula-
tions, while holding bad actors accountable and not compromise safety.

I look forward to hearing from our witnesses. I now recognize the ranking mem-
ber, Mr. Crawford, for an opening statement.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Thank you, Chairman Lipinski. As we begin our
work to reauthorize the 2016 PIPES Act, I look forward to working
with you and the members of this subcommittee to improve pipe-
line safety through a balanced regulatory approach.

The United States has the largest network of energy pipelines in
the world and supplies 65 percent of the energy we use every day.
The oil and natural gas industry supports over 10.3 million jobs
and 8 percent of the total U.S. economy. Continued industry invest-
ments will provide more high-paying jobs for a diversifying work-
force.

As the world’s leading energy exporter, the United States can
continue to bolster our economy and our allies’ energy security by
exporting our oil and natural gas. Just last week, I was proud to
join 390 of my colleagues in passing H.R. 1616, the European En-
ergy Security and Diversification Act, to facilitate the export of
U.S. energy resources to Central and Eastern European countries.

Every year, more than 2.6 million miles of pipelines safely de-
liver large volumes of natural gas and liquid petroleum products
across the United States. A safe pipeline system is essential to re-
lieve the burdens on other modes of our transportation network.

Pipelines remain one of the safest and most cost-effective means
to transport large quantities of our Nation’s energy products. And
oversight of the Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Adminis-
tration, or PHMSA, safety programs is a top priority for this sub-
committee in achieving our goal of zero pipeline incidents.

The 2016 PIPES Act was bipartisan and made progress towards
ensuring the safety of pipelines in the communities around them.
The 2016 PIPES Act provided regulatory certainty for our citizens,
the safety community, and the industry stakeholders. Today, we
will hear from PHMSA about the progress to date as well as pend-
ing actions on the mandates from both the 2011 and 2016 legisla-
tion.

While I appreciate the progress that has been made, there is still
work to be done. The 2011 law included 42 congressional mandates,
of which 34 are complete. The 2016 PIPES Act contained 19 man-
dates, 16 of which are complete. I especially look forward to hear-
ing from the industry about its safety initiatives to ensure best
practices for inspections, detecting leaks, and other important safe-
ty initiatives.

In closing, let me thank our witnesses for coming today to dis-
cuss the issues concerning pipeline safety and how we can continue
to improve pipeline safety.

And, Mr. Chairman, I yield back. Look forward to working with
you.
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[Mr. Crawford’s prepared statement follows:]

———

Prepared Statement of Hon. Eric A. “Rick” Crawford, a Representative in
Congress from the State of Arkansas, and Ranking Member, Sub-
committee on Railroads, Pipelines, and Hazardous Materials

Thank you, Chairman Lipinski. As we begin our work to reauthorize the 2016
PIPES Act, I look forward to working with you and this subcommittee to improve
pipeline safety through a balanced regulatory approach.

The United States has the largest network of energy pipelines in the world and
supplies 65 percent of the energy we use every day. The oil and natural gas industry
supports over 10.3 million jobs and 8 percent of the total U.S. economy. Continued
industry investments will provide more high-paying jobs for a diversifying work-
force.

As the world’s leading energy exporter, the United States can continue to bolster
our economy and our allies’ energy security by exporting our oil and natural gas.
Just last week, I was proud to join 390 of my colleagues in passing H.R. 1616, the
European Energy Security and Diversification Act, to facilitate the export of U.S.
energy resources to Central and Eastern European countries.

Every year, more than 2.6 million miles of pipelines safely deliver large volumes
of natural gas and liquid petroleum products across the United States. A safe pipe-
line syitem is essential to relieve the burdens on other modes of our transportation
network.

The United States is leading the world in production and refinement of oil and
natural gas, and in the reduction of carbon dioxide emissions. These emission reduc-
tions are due in large part to the increasing use of natural gas. Increased use of
natural gas in the power generation sector has helped to reduce total CO2 emis-
sions, and cleaner, more efficient fuels lead to reduced carbon emissions. Oil and
natural gas are also essential to the production of solar panels, wind turbines, bat-
teries, and electric vehicles. The industry and its stakeholder partners, including
university researchers and environmental groups, continue to help develop and de-
ploy state-of-the-art technologies and practices to further reduce emissions.

Pipelines remain one of the safest and most cost-effective means to transport
large quantities of our Nation’s energy products, and oversight of the Pipeline and
Hazardous Materials Safety Administration (PHMSA) safety programs is a top pri-
ority for this subcommittee in achieving our goal of zero pipeline incidents.

Pipeline safety is a collaborative effort between industry, PHMSA, and State gov-
ernments. We must continue to promote cooperation between regulators and stake-
holders. We also must ensure that our balanced approach to safety regulations fos-
ters innovation in technology and best practices to improve safety.

The 2016 PIPES Act was bipartisan and made progress towards ensuring the
safety of pipelines and the communities around them. The 2016 PIPES Act provided
regulatory certainty for our citizens, the safety community, and industry stake-
holders.

Today we will hear from PHMSA about the progress to-date as well as pending
actions on the mandates from both the 2011 and 2016 legislation. While I appreciate
the progress that has been made, there is still work to be done. The 2011 law in-
cluded 42 congressional mandates, of which 34 are complete. The 2016 PIPES Act
contained 19 mandates, 15 of which are complete.

I especially look forward to hearing from the industry about its safety initiatives
to ensure best practices for inspections, detecting leaks, and other important safety
initiatives. In closing, I thank our witnesses for coming today to discuss the issues
concerning pipeline safety and how we can continue to improve pipeline safety.

Mr. LipiNsKI. Thank you, Mr. Crawford.

I now call on the chair of the full committee, Mr. DeFazio, for
an opening statement.

Mr. DEFAZ10. Mr. Chairman, a small token to celebrate your——

Mr. LipPINSKI. Thank you. Can I open it now?

Mr. DEFAzZIO. Yes. You can even use it. It is functional. It is
smaller than that one.

Mr. LIPINSKI. So you are telling me—you gave away what is in
here.
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Mr. DEFAzZIO. Well, I think you have been at some of the other
hearings when I gave them to——

Mr. LipiNsKI. Thank you.

Mr. DEFAZIO. Not a big surprise.

Brief remarks. I would echo concerns raised by both the chair
and the ranking member.

Last year, 8 people were killed, and 92 people were injured in
633 pipeline incidents. We are going to hear from the Representa-
tive of the worst incident of the last year, the most serious one, in
Merrimack Valley, where somehow high-pressure gas got into the
low-pressure system, and that damaged 131 structures, destroyed
5 homes, injured 21 people, and killed an 18-year-old. These things
just shouldn’t happen.

There are other ongoing investigations with the NTSB, and we
always look forward to their advice in these matters.

The Administrator is also here. I met with the Administrator re-
cently to discuss progress on the rulemakings. It is simply unac-
ceptable to have safety critical rules that were passed by Congress
8 years ago lingering somewhere. Apparently, five have moved out
of the agency, and they are somewhere in—I don’t know. OMB?
The Secretary’s office? There are rumors that there is some sort of
a ledger and the cost of regulations can’t exceed a certain amount.

I am not sure what is holding them up. I don’t know what value
the Secretary puts on their life, but when you lose that many peo-
ple in a year, and we have safety critical rules, particularly leak
detection and other things that are not yet accomplished, not yet
promulgated, you have to question what is going on. We are not
going to rest easy until we get this all done and we make the sys-
tem safer across the country and prevent these sorts of incidents.

We will be looking for ideas on additional, if necessary,
rulemakings. We certainly want to look at ways that we can work
with the industry in doing rulemaking. But it is ultimately a regu-
lated industry, and the regulators must protect the public. I do not
believe in self-regulation even with best practices.

With that, Mr. Chairman, I will yield back the balance of my
time.

[Mr. DeFazio’s prepared statement follows:]

——

Prepared Statement of Hon. Peter A. DeFazio, a Representative in Con-
gress from the State of Oregon, and Chair, Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure

Thank you, Chairman Lipinski and Ranking Member Crawford, for calling today’s
hearing to consider the state of pipeline safety in the United States.

Across the country, 2.7 million miles of pipelines transport hazardous liquid and
natural gas from production and origin sites to refineries and chemical plants, stor-
age facilities, and homes and businesses. These pipelines reach the furthest
stretches of the country, making the integrity of the pipelines important to rural
communities and dense cities alike.

The Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration—the Federal agency
charged with ensuring the safe, reliable, and environmentally sound operation of
these pipeline systems—reported 633 pipeline incidents in 2018. Eight people were
killed and 92 others were injured in last year’s incidents. One of the worst incidents
in recent memory occurred in September in Merrimack Valley, Massachusetts.
When oversights led to highly pressurized gas entering the low-pressure gas dis-
tribution system servicing homes and businesses, multiple fires and explosions dam-
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aged 131 structures, destroyed 5 homes, injured 21 people, and killed an 18-year-
old

The National Transportation Safety Board is investigating that incident along
with seven others, such as the February 2019 incident in San Francisco where a
third-party contractor struck a Pacific Gas & Electric Corporation natural gas main
line, igniting a fire that burned for more than 2 hours until the operator could iso-
late and shut down the flow of gas.

Surely, there is more that we can do to improve safety. Today’s hearing provides
an opportunity to hear from a wide range of pipeline stakeholders about the safety
risks that continue to elude us.

There is one thing we don’t need any expert to tell us: safety mandates from the
2011 and 2016 reauthorization bills still aren’t completed.

In 2011, after devastating accidents in San Bruno, California, and Marshall,
Michigan, Congress required PHMSA to improve the safety of hazardous liquid pipe-
lines, to eliminate safety gaps in gas transmission pipelines, and to examine re-
quirements to better detect leaks and shut off pipelines during disasters. These
rules haven’t been finalized, 8 years later. Part of that is due to agency failures,
and part of that may be due to burdensome statutory requirements that require
PHMSA to prove, in every safety rule, that the benefits outweigh the costs.

Additional mandates from the 2016 reauthorization bill, including regulations in-
tended to prevent underground natural gas storage leaks like what happened in
Aliso Canyon, remain unaccomplished.

The Administrator is here today to tell us where these mandates stand. To his
credit, and after much lambasting that occurred at our last oversight hearing, the
Administrator will be able to talk about some progress on some of these mandated
rulemakings. Yet, the rules are still not done.

So, where are the safety rules? Some are sitting on the Secretary’s desk or are
over at OMB. In the few months since this subcommittee’s last pipeline oversight
hearing, PHMSA has moved five rulemakings out of the agency and to the Sec-
retary’s Office or to OMB. I'm not sure what is taking so long to review a rule that
PHMSA has completed—is it the President’s Executive orders on regulatory reform,
or an arbitrary and nonsensical cap on the cost to industry of regulations imposed
by the Secretary and OMB.

I expect the Administrator to tell us his agency’s plans to finish these long-over-
due mandates. Specifically, I want to know when they will finally be completed. I
also expect to hear what tools or resources Congress can provide PHMSA or other
hlurdles we can tear down to ensure that future mandates don’t take 8 years to com-
plete.

Let me be clear: a near-decade of delay will not happen again. We will not sit
here in 2027 asking when the mandates from 2019 will be finished. The public de-
serves better, and Congress demands better.

So, I hope today’s hearing will be informative. I look forward to hearing from the
NTSB, who will have plenty to share on the importance of the past mandates and
ways to improve safety overall. And we have a range of safety experts, first respond-
ers, and industry on the second panel to help us identify how to keep our pipeline
systems safe. If there are things we can fix, we’re going to fix them.

Thank you, and I look forward to hearing the witnesses’ testimony.

Mr. LipiNskI. Thank you, Mr. DeFazio. Thank you for the gavel.

Mr. DEFAZIO. Yes.

Mr. LipiNskI. I will proudly display that in my office.

Mr. DEFAZ10. I ordered them online. They looked a little bigger
than that.

Mr. LIPINSKI. Yeah, it is a little smaller than——

Mr. DEFAZIO. You might use that one. Just put that one in your
office somewhere.

Mr. LipINSKI. Yeah, I will. Thank you.

Before proceeding to our two witness panels, I would like to—
let’s see, we have Congresswoman Lori Trahan. Congressman Seth
Moulton may be here. But both of them are going to speak about
the Merrimack Valley tragedy and its impact on their districts and
constituents.

I want to ask unanimous consent that our colleagues’ full state-
ments be included in the record.
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And, without objection, so ordered.
And we will proceed with Representative Trahan.
So welcome.

TESTIMONY OF HON. LORI TRAHAN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MASSACHUSETTS; AND
HON. SETH MOULTON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS
FROM THE STATE OF MASSACHUSETTS

Mrs. TRAHAN. Chairman Lipinski, Ranking Member Crawford,
members of the subcommittee, thank you for allowing me to testify
today on an issue that has been weighing on so many hearts and
minds in my district for the past 28 weeks, ever since a series of
preventable errors triggered gas-fueled explosions across Lawrence,
Andover, and North Andover, Massachusetts. The explosions de-
stroyed homes and damaged businesses, caused multiple injuries,
and took a young life.

To briefly recap events, at 4 o’clock in the afternoon on Thurs-
day, September 13, a cascade of explosions rocked over 130 homes
and businesses, burning several to the ground. Terrified residents
had no idea what was happening or why or when it would stop.

While the National Transportation Safety Board won’t issue its
final report and recommendations for several months, its interim
report revealed shocking details that demand action.

Columbia Gas of Massachusetts, a subsidiary of NiSource, was
replacing gas pipelines in the area, and major errors were made
throughout the process.

One of the biggest was the mishandling of a gas pressure sensor
line. This sensor signals to an automated system whether to adjust
gas flow. However, when the new pipeline was installed, the sensor
line remained in the old, abandoned pipeline. The lack of flow in
the old line led the sensor to call for more and more gas in the new
line. Across the country, people saw the consequence on the
evening news. This should have never happened.

In November, the Board recommended that Columbia Gas re-
vamp its engineering review process to more securely plan for
whatever public safety may be at risk. It recommended that com-
pany records be updated with critical details such as location of
sensor lines, as industry standard practice calls for.

The Board also recommended that the company implement a
management-of-change process to identify and mitigate potential
risks ahead of project work.

Finally, the Board urged Massachusetts to repeal a law that ex-
empted gas companies from securing the seal of a professionally li-
censed engineer on these projects. Indeed, it is my understanding
that more than a dozen States have such exemptions in place
today. To their credit, the Commonwealth’s Governor and legisla-
ture quickly acted to repeal this exemption.

Furthermore, I am told that Columbia Gas is in contact with the
Board to implement the industry recommendations. Nevertheless,
I urge the committee to be bold by strengthening safety standards
and mandating professional engineer reviews.

Over the past 7 months, I have met with many victims of the
Merrimack Valley gas explosions. I heard stories of courage and
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commitment, nowhere more so than in Lawrence, a community
known as the “City of Immigrants.”

One local hero, Police Officer Ivan Soto, learned that his home
was one of those on fire. But like so many first responders, once
he knew his family was safe, Officer Soto returned to duty to help
as many people as he could.

Drs. Yeri Park and Chelsea Harris were graduate medical resi-
dents at Greater Lawrence Family Health Center. Neither is from
Lawrence—Dr. Park is from Los Angeles, in fact—but they and
their colleagues sprang into action to help victims and offer surge
support, as the local hospital already had its hands full.

But despite their heroic efforts, there is no replacing some of
what was lost. Luis Suazo owns a bodega. He is one of many first-
generation immigrants who started his own successful business in
Lawrence. But he could lose it all. His regular customers are still
financially strapped from the disaster. That is a feeling he is inti-
mately familiar with himself. He is currently navigating an ex-
tended damage claims review process. Plus, quite frankly, many
residents are just fearful that there may be more explosions, and
so they stay indoors. That means less foot traffic and fewer cus-
tomers in the Suazo market.

Finally, Leonel Rondon. Leonel was a student celebrating his
new driver’s license that day. Then, a home exploded, and debris
from a chimney collapsed onto the car he was in, killing him. He
was 18. His sister, Lucianny, testified at a Senate field hearing in
Lawrence last November. She said, “We hope there will be justice
for Leonel and for the community. Nobody should ever have to go
through what my family has gone through ever again.”

I invite any of the members of the committee to come to the
Merrimack Valley and see the damage for yourself and also meet
those who suffered losses as well as those who came to the rescue.

Finally, I implore this committee to approve a strong reauthor-
ization of the Pipeline Safety Act this year. I stand ready to work
with you on legislation to prevent such a disaster from happening
again.

Thank you. Thank you for your time.

[Mrs. Trahan’s prepared statement follows:]

———

Prepared Statement of Hon. Lori Trahan, a Representative in Congress
from the State of Massachusetts

Chairman Lipinski and Ranking Member Crawford, thank you for allowing me to
testify today on an issue that has been weighing on so many hearts and minds in
my district for the past 28 weeks ...

... Ever since a series of preventable errors triggered gas-fueled explosions across
Lawrence, Andover, and North Andover, Massachusetts.

The explosions destroyed homes and damaged businesses, caused multiple injuries
and took a young life.

To briefly recap events: At four in the afternoon on Thursday, September 13th,
a cascade of explosions rocked over 130 homes and businesses, burning several to
the ground.

Terrified residents had no idea what was happening or why or when it would
stop. While the National Transportation Safety Board likely won’t issue its final re-
port and recommendations for several more months, its interim report revealed
shocking details that demand action.

Columbia Gas of Massachusetts was replacing gas pipelines in the area; and
major errors were made throughout the process.
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One of the biggest was the mishandling of a gas pressure sensor line. This sensor
signals to an automated system whether to adjust gas flow.

However, when the new pipeline was installed, the sensor line remained in the
old, abandoned pipeline.

The lack of flow in the old line led the sensor to call for more and more gas in
the new line.

Across the country, people saw the consequences on the evening news. This should
never have happened.

In November, the Board recommended that Columbia Gas revamp its engineering
review process to more securely plan for whenever public safety may be at risk.

It recommended that company records be updated with critical details, such as
the location of sensor lines—as industry standard practice calls for.

The Board also recommended that the company implement a “management of
change” process to identify and mitigate potential risks ahead of project-work.

Finally, the Board urged Massachusetts to repeal a law that exempted gas compa-
nies from securing the seal of a professionally licensed engineer on these projects.

Indeed, it is my understanding that more than a dozen States have such exemp-
tions in place.

To their credit, the Commonwealth’s Governor and legislature quickly acted to re-
peal the exemption.

Furthermore, I'm told that Columbia Gas is in contact with the Board to imple-
ment the industry recommendations.

Nevertheless, I urge the committee to be bold by strengthening safety standards
and mandating professional engineer reviews.

Over the past 7 months, I've met with many victims of the Merrimack Valley gas
explosions.

I heard stories of courage and commitment—nowhere more so than in Lawrence,
a community known as the “City of Immigrants.”

One local hero, Police Officer Ivan Soto, learned that his home was one of those
on fire. Nevertheless, once he knew his family was safe, Officer Soto returned to
duty to help as many people as he could.

Doctors Yeri Park and Chelsea Harris were graduate medical residents at Greater
Lawrence Family Health Center.

Neither is from Lawrence. Dr. Park is from Los Angeles, in fact.

But they and their colleagues sprang into action to help victims and offer surge
support as the local hospital already had its hands full.

But despite their heroics, there is no replacing some of what was lost.

Luis Suazo owns a bodega.

He is one of many first-generation immigrants who started his own successful
business in Lawrence.

But he could lose it all.

His regular customers are still financially strapped from the disaster.

That’s a feeling he is intimately familiar with himself; he’s currently navigating
an extended damage claims review process.

Plus, quite frankly, many residents are fearful that there may be more explosions,
so they stay indoors.

That means less foot traffic and fewer customers in the Suazo Market.

hFir:ially, Leonel Rondon. Leonel was a student celebrating his new driver’s license
that day.

Then, a house exploded, and a piece of chimney collapsed onto the car he was in,
killing him.

His sister, Lucianny, testified at a Senate field hearing in Lawrence last Novem-
ber. She said “we hope there will be justice for [Leonel] and the community. Nobody
should ever have to go through what my family has gone through ever again.”

I invite you to come to the Merrimack Valley: See the damage for yourself; meet
those who suffered losses as well as those who came to the rescue.

Finally, I implore this committee to approve a strong reauthorization of the Pipe-
line Safety Act this year.

I stand ready to work with you on legislation to prevent such a disaster from hap-
pening again.

Thank you.

Mr. LipiNsKI. I thank you, Mrs. Trahan.

And we now have, right in the nick of time, Mr. Moulton. So we
will give you a couple seconds there to——

Mr. MouLTON. Oh, no, no. We are ready to go.

Mr. LipiNski. We will recognize you.
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Mr. MouLTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman DeFazio, Chairman Lipinski, Ranking Member
Graves, Ranking Member Crawford, thank you all for inviting me
here today.

On the 13th of last September, workers for Columbia Gas replac-
ing a system of 100-year-old cast-iron pipes failed to account for a
pressure sensor. The lines were overpressurized and set off a series
of disasters that brought carnage I thought I had left behind in
Iraq to the Merrimack Valley.

Witnesses described houses exploding. Just repeat that phrase:
houses exploding. At one exploding house, a chimney landed on a
car and crushed a young man inside it to death. The explosions and
the fires that happened in the aftermath injured 23 people and in
a second turned 30,000 folks in Merrimack Valley into temporary
refugees. All told, 7,700 people couldn’t return to their homes, in-
cluding 2,683 children, many for months.

The story that day was one of devastation. It didn’t take long,
however, to turn into a story of inspiration. Strangers took in
neighbors. Red Cross workers, local leaders, and first responders
banded together to help out. By the end of the first night, it seemed
like everyone in the Merrimack Valley was pitching in to help us
recover—everyone except the company that caused the explosion.

Columbia Gas dawdled in the moments and days immediately
after this tragedy. And when I asked their president why, during
a Senate Commerce Committee field hearing, he assured me that
public safety was one of the company’s core values. But shortly
thereafter, we learned the truth from a courageous whistleblower
who retired 3 months prior.

Before the explosions, that employee, Mr. Bart Maderios, warned
the general manager and another senior employee that staffing and
oversight decisions made by Columbia Gas would create a situation
in which they, and I quote, “didn’t have enough people to respond
and provide safe, reliable natural gas.”

But that wasn’t all. Columbia Gas had also reduced the number
of staff monitoring gas pressure in the Merrimack Valley. The com-
pany stopped requiring technicians on site at construction projects
to monitor gas distribution lines. And the National Transportation
Safety Board found that the company used a field engineer who
had, and I quote, “limited knowledge about the importance of regu-
lator-sensing lines” to supervise the project. This oversight, or lack
of oversight, caused workers to improperly bypass critical pipeline
pressure-sensing lines, which led directly to the explosion.

Last month, 10 families were still in temporary housing; small
businesses faced the prospect of closing their doors because of the
rate at which Columbia Gas paid their claims; and Columbia Gas
has still not replaced appliances beyond merely patching them up
as winter approached.

In the 6 months since, Columbia Gas has put together a long-
term recovery plan that focuses on bettering its emergency re-
sponse and pipeline safety initiatives, but the damage wasn’t just
to people and to homes. Peace of mind exploded that day as well.
Now, parents have cause to think twice when they hear the click
of a stovetop or the rumble of a hot water heater. They wonder if
their house might blow up.
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It is up to Congress to rebuild that peace of mind. As this com-
mittee considers the reauthorization of the Natural Gas Pipeline
Safety Act, we must improve safety protocols and oversight of oper-
ators like Columbia Gas.

And the President needs to step up and work with Congress too.
Let’s all work together to rebuild America’s aging infrastructure,
like the century-old pipes running through the Merrimack Valley.

Let’s eliminate professional engineer license exemptions for pub-
lic utility work. Let’s make sure a professional engineer approves
all public utility engineering drawings.

Let’s hold State and Federal pipeline safety regulators account-
able for sufficient staffing. Let’s explore the lack of oversight by the
Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration, which
gave the Massachusetts system a rating of 97.4 out of 100 just 1
month before the explosions.

Let’s make the regulation of pipe replacement mandatory and
rethink how the administration could be more efficient as it weighs
costs and benefits for new regulations. Because no cost is greater
than that of young men, of young Americans, like the young man
who was killed, 18-year-old Leonel Rondon.

Let’s do it for Merrimack. Let’s do it together. And let’s do it
now.

Thank you. I yield back.

[Mr. Moulton’s prepared statement follows:]

——

Prepared Statement of Hon. Seth Moulton, a Representative in Congress
from the State of Massachusetts

Thank you to Chairman DeFazio, Chairman Lipinski, Ranking Member Graves,
and Ranking Member Crawford for inviting me to be here today.

On the 13th of last September, workers for Columbia Gas replacing a system of
100-year-old cast-iron pipes failed to account for a pressure sensor. The lines over-
pressurized, and set off a series of disasters that brought carnage I thought I left
behind in Iraq to the Merrimack Valley.

Witnesses described houses exploding in a deafening blink. At one exploding
house, a chimney landed on a car and crushed a young man inside it to death. The
explosion and the fires that happened in the aftermath injured 23 other people and
in a second turned 30,000 people in the Merrimack Valley into temporary refugees.

All told, 7,700 people couldn’t return to their homes—including 2,683 children—
many for months.

The story that day was one of devastation.

It didn’t take long to turn to one of inspiration.

Strangers took in neighbors. Red Cross workers, local leaders, and first respond-
ers banded together to help out.

By the end of the first night, it seemed like everyone in Merrimack Valley was
pitching in to help us recover.

Everyone except the company that caused the explosion.

Columbia Gas dawdled in the moments and days immediately after this tragedy.
And when I asked their president why during a Senate Commerce Committee field
hearing, he assured me that public safety was one of the company’s core values.

Shortly thereafter, we learned the truth from a courageous whistleblower who re-
tired 3 months prior.

Before the explosions, that employee—Mr. Bart Maderios—warned the general
manager and another senior employee that staffing and oversight decisions made
by Columbia Gas would create a situation in which they, and I quote, “didn’t have
enough people to respond and to provide a safe, reliable natural gas.”

But that wasn’t all.

Columbia Gas had also reduced the number of staff monitoring gas pressure in
Merrimack Valley.

The company had stopped requiring technicians on-site at construction projects to
monitor gas distribution lines.
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And the National Transportation Safety Board found that the company used a
field engineer, who had, and I quote, “limited knowledge about the importance of
regulator-sensing lines.”

This oversight caused workers to improperly bypass critical pipeline pressure-
sensing lines which led to the explosion.

Last month, 10 families were still in temporary housing, small businesses faced
the prospect of closing their doors because of the rate at which Columbia Gas paid
their claims, and Columbia Gas has still not replaced appliances beyond merely
patching them up as winter approached.

In the 6 months since, Columbia Gas has put together a long-term recovery plan
that focuses on bettering its emergency response and pipeline safety initiatives.

But the damage wasn’t just to people and homes.

Peace of mind exploded that day too.

Now parents have cause to think twice when they hear the click of the stove top
or the rumble of a hot water heater—they wonder if their house might blow up.

It’s up to Congress to rebuild that peace of mind.

As this committee considers the reauthorization of the Natural Gas Pipeline Safe-
ty Act, we must improve safety protocols and oversight of operators like Columbia
Gas.

And the President needs to step up and work with Congress too. Let’s all work
together and rebuild America’s aging infrastructure like the century-old pipes run-
ning through the Merrimack Valley.

Let’s eliminate professional engineer license exemptions for public utility work.

And let’s make sure a professional engineer approves all public utility engineering
drawings.

Let’s hold State pipeline safety regulators accountable for sufficient staffing.

And let’s explore the lack of oversight by the Pipeline and Hazardous Materials
Safety Administration, which gave the Massachusetts system a rating of 97.4 out
of 100 just 1 month before the explosions.

Let’s make the regulation of pipe replacement mandatory.

And rethink how the Administration could be more efficient as it weighs costs and
benefits for new regulations, because no cost is greater than the worth of the life
of Americans—young men like 18-year-old Leonel Rondon, the young man who the
chimney killed.

Let’s do it for Merrimack. Let’s do it together.

And let’s do it right now.

Mr. LipiNsKI. I thank you, Mr. Moulton.

And thank both of you for shining a bright light on what we need
to keep in mind as we are working on reauthorizing the pipeline
safety bill. Thank you both very much for your testimony.

Mrs. TRAHAN. Thank you.

Mr. LipINSKI. We will now welcome our first panel of witnesses.
As you get ready to come up here, the Honorable Howard “Skip”
Elliott, the Administrator of the Pipeline and Hazardous Materials
Safety Administration, and the Honorable Jennifer Homendy,
Board Member of the National Transportation Safety Board.

I want to ask unanimous consent that our witnesses’ full state-
ments be included in the record.

And, without objection, so ordered.

I thank our witnesses for being here today for this first panel.
Since your written testimony has been made part of the record, the
subcommittee requests that you limit your oral testimony to 5 min-
utes.

And we will start with Mr. Elliott, and you are recognized for 5
minutes.
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TESTIMONY OF HON. HOWARD “SKIP” ELLIOTT, ADMINIS-
TRATOR, PIPELINE AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS SAFETY
ADMINISTRATION; AND HON. JENNIFER HOMENDY, MEM-
BER, NATIONAL TRANSPORTATION SAFETY BOARD

Mr. ELLioTT. Chairman DeFazio, Ranking Member Graves,
Chairman Lipinski, and Ranking Member Crawford, and esteemed
members of this subcommittee, thank you for the opportunity to
testify here today. I look forward to updating the subcommittee on
the Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration’s
progress in closing open congressional mandates and executing our
broader safety mission.

Last summer, this subcommittee expressed its frustration loud
and clear regarding the outstanding congressional mandates on
pipeline and hazardous materials safety. We heard you, and we are
working hard to ensure our Nation’s pipeline system remains safe
while addressing the critical safety mandates received from Con-
gress.

Of the 12 remaining mandates from the 2011 and 2016 Pipeline
Safety Acts—there were 61 in total—4 were tied to reports and
other actions, and the remaining 8 are tied to in-progress rule-
making efforts.

Those mandates from the 2011 act, those that have been opened
the longest, are being addressed by three of PHMSA’s upcoming
rulemakings for gas transmission pipelines, hazardous liquid pipe-
lines, and rupture detection and valves.

PHMSA continues to make progress on these rules, with the lig-
uid pipeline safety rule having moved out of DOT for final review
last month. PHMSA has also completed its work on the gas trans-
mission pipeline final rule, and it is now undergoing internal ad-
ministrative review.

I understand that many of you and many of our stakeholders
may feel like we are not moving fast enough on rulemakings. As
a safety practitioner, I appreciate and I share those concerns. As
PHMSA Administrator, it is my responsibility to prioritize and pur-
sue those rulemakings that will provide the greatest safety impact
and have the highest likelihood of preventing events that could
negatively impact people and the environment.

To that end, I refer the members of this subcommittee to my
written testimony regarding the details of two important safety
mandates, closed since we last convened, dealing with comprehen-
sive oil spill response plans for railroads and the transport of lith-
ium ion batteries by air. In addition, we issued a final rule to mod-
ernize technologies for plastic pipelines that we hope will further
accelerate aging distribution gas line replacement.

In addition to congressional mandates, many of PHMSA’s rules
must also address recommendations from the National Transpor-
tation Safety Board that relate to complex safety matters. Our
rules also address recommendations from the U.S. Government Ac-
countability Office and our own safety findings. Furthermore, we
must make sure our regulations account for known safety issues,
technological feasibility, and cost-effectiveness.

PHMSA holds public meetings and workshops prior to
rulemakings, using the information gathered to craft the most ef-
fective rules possible. Such collaboration well in advance of the
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rulemaking process allows us to identify concerns and potential so-
lutions to allocate our limited resources where they are needed the
most. A lot of work goes on behind the scenes to get a rule ready
for publication, and we are making positive movements towards
completing our mandates.

Safety is the highest priority for the U.S. Department of Trans-
portation and for PHMSA, and we are continuing to work hard to
publish the rules and reports that will complete our mandates. We
are also committed to addressing safety issues on all fronts.

I am pleased to say that, while making progress on mandates,
PHMSA’s oversight role is continuing to have a positive impact on
safety. Thanks to our integrity management requirements, pipeline
operators have conducted over 90,000 repairs in high-consequence
areas.

Our field efforts are working too. Last year, PHMSA conducted
over 12,000 days of inspections and investigations of pipeline sys-
tems. These field activities are helping to improve the safety, as
evidenced in the number of reported pipeline incidents, which for
2018 was below the 5-year average, even with PHMSA’s expanded
regulatory oversight of underground natural gas storage facilities.

Additionally, the same data shows that both pipeline-related fa-
talities and the net volume spilled from hazardous liquid pipelines
was also below the 5-year average, down 33 percent and 21 percent
respectively, although we know that even one pipeline-related cas-
ualty is one too many.

These facts, while notable, do not give me reason to pause during
our ongoing safety mission at PHMSA. And even though we use
statistics to help us measure improvements in safety, it is the vivid
reminder of incidents in places like Bellingham, Marshall, San
Bruno, Aliso Canyon, and Merrimack Valley that serve as our moti-
vation and commitment for working even harder to improve pipe-
line safety.

Thank you again for inviting me to today’s hearing, and I look
forward to your questions.

[Mr. Elliott’s prepared statement follows:]

———

Prepared Statement of Hon. Howard “Skip” Elliott, Administrator, Pipeline
and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration

I. INTRODUCTION

Chairman Lipinski, Ranking Member Crawford, members of the Subcommittee,
thank you for inviting me to testify today on the U.S. Department of Transpor-
tation’s Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration’s (PHMSA) pipe-
line safety program. I appreciate this Committee’s strong support for strengthening
pipeline safety across our country.

Our nation’s infrastructure keeps this great nation moving and helps to raise the
standard of living for all Americans. The natural gas and hazardous liquid pipelines
PHMSA regulates are an essential component of our national infrastructure, safely
transporting the energy products that are essential to our daily lives. Like all DOT
modes, PHMSA is guided by Secretary Chao’s four strategic goals of safety, infra-
structure enhancements, innovation, and accountability.

A. PHMSA'’s Mission

The mission of PHMSA is to protect people and the environment by advancing the
safe transportation of energy products and other hazardous materials that are es-
sential to our daily lives. The need for safe and reliable energy infrastructure is
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growing. Our nation is experiencing an energy renaissance, propelled largely by in-
novative production technologies and global demand for U.S. energy.

PHMSA'’s pipeline safety program is responsible for the regulation and oversight
of over 2.7 million miles of energy pipeline systems. The vision of the pipeline safety
program is straightforward: update or develop new regulations, policies, and guid-
ance; improve our oversight to hold pipeline operators accountable; find innovative
solutions to promote safety; and accommodate and encourage research into new and
promising technologies. Each of these goals ensure that pipeline infrastructure can
continue to provide safe and reliable energy to our communities, homes, and busi-
nesses.

After working for decades in the freight rail industry, a great deal of it leading
efforts to improve public safety and incident response, I have learned that safety
is the result of effective, smart regulations that hold industry accountable, and re-
duce costs, when possible.

PHMSA’s safety goal is zero pipeline accidents and its oversight philosophy is
based on three fundamental tenets:

1. Establish minimum safety standards and take enforcement actions against op-

erators not in compliance with these standards.

2. Ensure operators understand and manage the risks associated with their pipe-
lines, including taking actions to prevent pipeline accidents and minimizing the
impact of any accidents that occur.

3. Continually encourage and expect pipeline operators to improve their perform-
ance beyond minimum compliance with the regulations and continuously build
a strong safety culture.

II. PROGRESS ON MANDATES

When I spoke to this Subcommittee last year, I heard clearly from its members
that finalizing outstanding Congressional mandates must be a top priority. PHMSA
recognizes the concerns of this Subcommittee and is continuing to make progress
on critical safety mandates. Since June 2018, PHMSA completed and submitted re-
ports to Congress on the Nationwide Integrated Pipeline Safety Regulatory Data-
base, as well as a report on the Study on Propane Gas Pipeline Facilities. Both re-
gortsfwere mandated in the Pipeline Safety, Regulatory Certainty, and Job Creation

ct of 2011.

Over the past year, PHMSA prioritized the rules it thought it could move quickly
such as those for lithium batteries, plastic pipelines, and oil spill response plans for
trains carrying crude oil. These regulations are intended to advance public safety,
while encouraging innovation and greater stakeholder awareness and collaboration.
These key rulemakings are detailed below.

Of the mandates from the Pipeline Safety, Regulatory Certainty, and Job Creation
Act of 2011, PHMSA has eight of 42 mandates remaining. Additionally, of the man-
dates from the Protecting Our Infrastructure of Pipelines and Enhancing Safety Act
of 2016, PHMSA has four of 19 mandates remaining.

Together, of the 12 remaining mandates from the 2011 and 2016 Acts, four are
tied to reports and other actions, and eight are tied to rulemaking efforts that
PHMSA is continuing to make progress on under its established rulemaking proc-
ess.

As Administrator, I am committed to doing everything I can to complete all the
remaining rulemakings that address Congressional directives related to pipeline
safety. I believe completing these mandates will result in significant positive im-
pacts to pipeline safety.

Completing rulemakings takes time simply because it is an iterative process that
is designed to encourage maximum participation by all stakeholders, thus ensuring
comprehensive rules that protect the public and stand up to cost/benefit scrutiny.
PHMSA holds public meetings and workshops prior to rulemakings, using the infor-
mation gathered to craft the most effective rules possible. Such collaboration, well
in advance of the rulemaking process, allows PHMSA to identify concerns and po-
tential solutions to allocate its scarce resources where they are needed most.

In addition to mandates, many of PHMSA’s rulemakings underway address im-
portant recommendations from the National Transportation Safety Board (NTSB),
resulting from safety issues identified during accident investigations. PHMSA’s
rules also address recommendations from the U.S. Government Accountability Office
(GAO) and the DOT Inspector General (IG), and the agency’s own safety findings.
PHMSA must make sure that its regulations account for known safety issues, tech-
nological feasibility, and cost effectiveness.

In short, a lot of work goes on behind the scenes to get a rule ready for publica-
tion, and PHMSA is making positive movement towards completing the safety crit-
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ical mandates and addressing recommendations from Congress, the NTSB, GAO,
and IG, as well as our own safety findings.

A. Hazardous Liquid Rule

PHMSA understands the importance of moving forward its long-awaited Safety of
Hazardous Liquid Pipelines rulemaking, which was included in the 2011 Act. This
rulemaking would amend the pipeline safety regulations to improve protection of
the public, property, and the environment by closing regulatory gaps where appro-
priate. In addition, this rule is intended to ensure that operators are increasing the
detection and remediation of unsafe conditions, and mitigating the adverse effects
of hazardous liquid pipeline failures. This rule is one of PHMSA’s highest priorities
and is on track to be completed and published in 2019.1

B. Gas Transmission Rule

PHMSA is also making significant progress toward finalizing its gas transmission
and gathering pipeline rulemaking efforts. This is intended to help close two very
important open mandates related to the expansion of integrity management prin-
ciples and requirements for operators to confirm the maximum allowable operating
pressure of certain gas pipelines. These changes are expected to allow operators to
assess more pipelines and better understand their systems’ conditions.

When finalizing the “Safety of Gas Transmission and Gathering Pipelines” notice
of proposed rulemaking (NPRM), the proposed rule was under review for nearly 2
years. Delays were largely due to the proposed rule being too big and unwieldy to
move through the administrative process. Accordingly, PHMSA made the strategic
decision to split the initial proposed rule into smaller, more manageable rulemaking
actions. The split will help PHMSA manage each individual rule more efficiently;
and, most importantly, prioritize Congressional directives on gas pipelines. Addi-
tionally, while working to complete the Congressional mandates this rulemaking
will address, PHMSA is also using its resources to incorporate and advance several
recommendations from the NTSB and GAO as part of the rule.

PHMSA'’s goal is to publish the final rule addressing Congressional directives this
year,2 and will continue working to ensure that the other rules follow closely behind.

C. Valve and Rupture Detection Rule

PHMSA is developing an NPRM to address leak and rupture detection.? The
Shutoff Valve and Rupture Detection rule will meet the goals of two Congressional
directives. It proposes revisions to the pipeline safety regulations for newly con-
structed or entirely replaced natural gas transmission and hazardous liquid pipe-
lines. In doing so, the rule is intended to improve rupture mitigation and shorten
the time it takes to shut down a pipeline segment. The rule will also address rec-
ommendations from the NTSB and is expected to help reduce the serious con-
sequences of large-volume releases of natural gas and hazardous liquids.

PHMSA is proposing standards for operators to utilize rupture detection metrics
for valve placement to improve incident response in populated or environmentally
sensitive areas. Rupture response metrics would focus on mitigating large release
events that have a greater potential consequence. This rulemaking is currently
under comprehensive review at the Department and we are working to move it for-
ward as expeditiously as possible.

D. Plastic Gas Pipe Rule

This rule, published in November 2018, updated pipeline safety regulations to
allow for the modernization of plastic pipe material, design, and construction stand-
ards. This final rule also responds to plastic pipe installation and operational safety
concerns identified by federal and state field inspectors. With this rule, new or re-
placed local gas distribution systems will be built and maintained with the most ad-
vanced pipeline technology, which is expected to greatly improve public safety for
local communities.

E. Hazardous Materials Transportation Directives from Congress

PHMSA also regulates the safety of hazardous materials by all modes of transpor-
tation, including by highway, railroad, vessel, and airways. Although PHMSA’s two

1Per the DOT February 2019 Significant Rulemaking Report, the projected publication date
for the final rule is 5/27/19.

2Per the DOT February 2019 Significant Rulemaking Report, the projected publication date
for the final rule is 7/2/19.

3Per the DOT February 2019 Significant Rulemaking Report, the projected publication date
for the NPRM is 8/7/19.
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program offices are authorized separately, we are one PHMSA. We share resources,
knowledge, and most importantly, we share the same safety goals.

On February 28, 2019, PHMSA, in coordination with the Federal Railroad Admin-
istration, issued a final rule that amends the Hazardous Materials Regulations re-
quirements for comprehensive oil spill response plans and information sharing. This
rule was requested by Congress in the fiscal year 2016 Consolidated Appropriations
Act. The rulemaking sets safety standards for rail operator response to incidents in-
volving crude oil transported by rail.

Additionally, on March 6, 2019, PHMSA, in collaboration with the Federal Avia-
tion Administration (FAA), published an interim final rule (IFR) for the safe trans-
port of lithium batteries by aircraft. The IFR is first of PHMSA’s completed actions
in addressing directives included in the FAA Reauthorization Act of 2018. This IFR
prohibits the transport of lithium ion cells or batteries as cargo on passenger air-
craft. In addition, the IFR requires lithium ion cells and batteries to be shipped at
not more than a 30 percent state of charge aboard cargo-only aircraft. The IFR is
intended to strengthen safety for the traveling public by addressing the unique chal-
lenges lithium batteries pose in transportation.

F. Regulatory Reform

While PHMSA works to complete its regulatory agenda, the agency is also com-
mitted to improving the effectiveness of our regulatory program by conducting a
comprehensive evaluation of current, in-progress, and planned regulations.

PHMSA’s rulemaking efforts are driven by the belief, consistent with Executive
Orders 13771, 13777, and 13783 and other legal authorities, that there should be
no more regulations than necessary, and those regulations should be straight-
forward, clear, and designed to minimize burdens, consistent with safety. We also
believe that public input is a critical part of the rulemaking process and have
proactively sought public comments on our regulatory review and rulemaking ef-
forts. PHMSA is using public input to decide on the best approach, consistent with
our regulatory philosophy, to meeting the Department’s statutory obligations.

PHMSA’s review will help to ensure that its regulations are right-sized—which
can allow operators to put additional resources where they will have the maximum
safety impact, such as greater investment in safety research and development and
technology-based safety enhancements.

As always, our focus is ultimately on safety performance. It is the responsibility
of the oil and gas industry to understand and manage the risks of their systems.
The current regulatory climate gives us all a unique opportunity to work together
to optimize our regulations for safety. The pipeline industry should continue to in-
vest in and accelerate their pipeline safety efforts and make substantive safety im-
provements best suited to their systems and without specific direction from regula-
tions.

III. OTHER ACTIONS

In addition to completing the important mandates given to it by the Congress,
PHMSA continues to aggressively pursue its core safety mission through grants to
states and communities, research and development initiatives, and additional safety
programs.

A. Support for States

PHMSA'’s state pipeline safety partners oversee more than 80 percent of the na-
tion’s pipeline infrastructure—much of it gas distribution pipelines—through annual
certification with PHMSA.

An important part of these partnerships is that PHMSA stands ready to support
states in times of crisis. In the wake of hurricanes Harvey, Florence, Irma, Maria,
and Michael, PHMSA worked with impacted states and pipeline operators to remove
obstacles that could delay safe and rapid recovery efforts. PHMSA coordinated and
provided periodic updates to Federal partners during the response and recovery
phases of each natural disaster to assist with the movement of hazardous materials
and energy products. For pipelines, PHMSA issued emergency stays of enforcement
for affected operators, temporarily halting its enforcement of compliance with oper-
ator qualification and pre-employment and random drug testing requirements to
allow affected interstate gas and hazardous liquid pipeline operators to use per-
sonnel for urgent response and recovery activities. PHMSA also notified impacted
state pipeline safety partners that PHMSA would not object to them issuing similar
temporary waivers for affected intrastate pipeline operators, in the interest of
prompt and efficient pipeline safety activities related to response and recovery ef-
forts. Expediting pipeline repairs and restoration of service to those areas was our
top priority.
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In addition, PHMSA provides help to facilitate investigation and recovery fol-
lowing major incidents. In the wake of the tragic September 13, 2018 natural gas
accident involving Columbia Gas of Massachusetts, PHMSA quickly dispatched a
team of inspectors to Massachusetts to provide technical assistance to the Massa-
chusetts Department of Public Utilities (MA DPU) and the NTSB.

PHMSA’s pipeline inspectors played an instrumental role in the investigation,
helping to determine the cause of the incident, and explaining the mechanics of how
such an accident could occur. The Governor of Massachusetts, the mayors of the
three affected towns, the NTSB, the incident commander, our state partners in the
MA DPU, and members of the Massachusetts Emergency Management Agency all
expressed their appreciation of the help provided by PHMSA’s pipeline safety team
and cited their professionalism, experience, and knowledge as being crucial to the
success of the overall response to the incident.

PHMSA also supports state programs by providing essential technical training.
Our state-of-the-art Training and Qualifications (T&Q) program has full accredita-
tion from the International Association for Continuing Education and Training
(IACET). The T&Q Center trains an average of 900 state and federal inspectors an-
nually, ensuring that all are current on updated regulations, technology, and best
practices.

PHMSA’s T&Q Center is committed to developing innovative ways to be more ac-
cessible and effective, including the exploration of long-distance proctored classes,
curriculum improvements, and more efficient delivery to ensure relevancy. The T&Q
Center is also working to develop an effective and efficient distance delivery system
that does not sacrifice the high quality of PHMSA’s training curricula. PHMSA’s
goal is to make it easier for state and federal inspectors to access the courses they
need quickly and at a lower cost.

B. Grants

The financial support PHMSA provides to its state partners through grants is an-
other vital part of its partnerships. In total, PHMSA provided over $63 million in
grant funding in fiscal year 2018 for pipeline inspection, enforcement, and safety
awareness activities.

PHMSA’s State Base Grant program 4 reimburses a portion of each partner state’s
program expenses. The grants partially cover the cost of any personnel, equipment,
and activities reasonably required for the conduct of the pipeline safety program.
Most importantly, PHMSA’s grants provide state programs a consistent source of
funding to hire and maintain adequate pipeline safety inspectors. For fiscal year
2018, PHMSA awarded $56 million to participating state programs.> As the number
of miles of pipeline infrastructure continues to grow and as the older pipes age, this
grant program is critical to the oversight of the nation’s distribution pipeline sys-
tems.

PHMSA’s Technical Assistance Grants (TAGs) provide funding for technical as-
sistance related to pipeline safety issues to local communities and non-profit organi-
zations, where they make direct impacts to pipeline safety at the grassroots level.
The TAGs can be used for engineering or other scientific analysis of pipeline safety
issues and are also used to promote public participation in official proceedings. Since
the program’s inception in 2009, PHMSA has awarded over $10 million for 200 indi-
vidual technical assistance projects. PHMSA issued a Notice of Funding Oppor-
tunity for its fiscal year 2019 TAG grants in March and expects to award $1.5 mil-
lion in grant funds to several recipients (up to $100,000 each) by September 2019.

PHMSA’s 811 One Call Grant Program provides funding to state agencies for pro-
moting damage prevention awareness, including changes with their state under-
ground damage prevention laws, related compliance activities, training and public
education. This grant program is for states that have a certification or agreement
with PHMSA to perform pipeline safety inspections. Last year, PHMSA awarded
$1.1 million across 31 state agencies to assist in these efforts.

Finally, I am pleased to say that in 2018 PHMSA awarded its first ever round
of Underground Natural Gas Storage Grants—first authorized in 2016—in support
of states’ inspection and enforcement of underground natural gas storage facilities.
The grants are used to reimburse up to 80 percent of the costs a state incurs for
inspectors, equipment, and safety activities for the oversight of underground storage
facilities.

4The State Base Grant is a formula grant that authorizes awards to state pipeline safety pro-
grams under the authority of 49 U.S.C. § 60107—State Pipeline Safety Grants.
5 All states except Alaska and Hawaii participate in PHMSA’s pipeline safety program.
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C. Damage Prevention

Excavation damage continues to be a leading cause of pipeline incidents. This
year, PHMSA began issuing enforcement actions against excavators who damage
pipelines in states that do not adequately enforce their own excavation damage pre-
vention laws. PHMSA continues to support states with efforts to improve their own
enforcement programs. PHMSA has seen marked improvements since 2016 in 14
states that have changed from inadequate to adequate programs per the PIPES Act
of 2006 and our regulatory criteria. PHMSA continues to work with the 13 remain-
ing states with inadequate programs to bring all programs up to an adequate level.

I would also like to thank all PHMSA stakeholders—especially the public—for the
continued success of the national Call-Before-You-Dig number, 811. Over the past
10 years, since 811 was established, pipeline incidents caused by excavation damage
have fallen 40 percent. This decline would not have been possible without strong
collaboration from all stakeholders.

D. Advancing Domestic Energy

In August 2018, PHMSA established a new Memorandum of Understanding
(MOU) with the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) that eliminates un-
necessary and duplicative regulatory reviews by both agencies when permitting new
Liquefied Natural Gas (LNG) export facilities. Going forward, PHMSA will operate
as the Federal Government’s LNG safety expert for Federal regulations covering the
safety of LNG facilities and will be solely responsible for conducting the necessary
safety analysis for new LNG facilities that may be permitted by FERC.

PHMSA assesses each LNG facility application for FERC on a case-by-case basis
to determine whether the application meets the minimum Federal Pipeline Safety
Standards for the location of a new LNG facility. So far, PHMSA has issued eight
Letters of Determination to FERC under the MOU.6 This agreement may help re-
duce the time it takes to obtain a new LNG export permit by as much as one year.

E. Integrity Management

PHMSA continues to require integrity management programs that ensure opera-
tors are adequately identifying and addressing the greatest risks. Under integrity
management, operators are required to conduct integrity assessments of gas trans-
mission and hazardous liquid pipeline systems in high consequence areas and apply
lessons learned across their entire system. Thanks to integrity management, gas
transmission and hazardous liquid pipeline operators have identified and conducted
over 90,700 repairs in high consequence areas between 2004 and 2017.

F. Research and Development

PHMSA’s Research and Development (R&D) program supports new technology to
further improve pipeline safety. The R&D program sponsors research on projects
that can provide near-term solutions to improve safety, reduce environmental im-
pacts, and enhance the reliability of the Nation’s pipeline transportation system.

Since 2002, PHMSA has invested nearly $125 million dollars in 304 R&D projects
and, in the past six months, two new technologies for methane leak detection and
one to prevent excavation damage threats have been commercialized. Since the pro-
gram’s inception, 31 patent applications and 31 new pipeline technologies have hit
the market, including above-ground, radar-based pipeline mapping and a robotic
nondestructive testing method for pipelines that cannot accommodate traditional in-
line inspection tools.

PHMSA'’s pipeline safety program also takes a far-reaching view with its Competi-
tive Academic Agreement Program (CAAP), which funds academic research to pro-
vide tomorrow’s pipeline safety workforce with an early opportunity to contribute
safety solutions. The CAAP program, launched in 2013, helps validate proof of con-
cept for theories and theses that can be developed and further investigated. The pro-
gram also serves to expose the next generation of engineers to pipeline challenges
and solutions. In September 2018, PHMSA awarded more than $3.8 million to 11
universities via the CAAP.

IV. CONCLUSION

Safety remains the highest priority for the U.S. Department of Transportation
and for PHMSA. The agency is continuing to work hard to publish the rules and
reports that will close Congressional mandates, and is also committed to addressing
safety matters on all fronts.

As pipeline mileage across our country continues to grow, the need for strong
pipeline safety standards and programs is ever more important.

6 As of March 28, 2019.
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Thank you again for inviting me to today’s hearing. I look forward to your ques-
tions.

Mr. LipINSKI. Thank you, Mr. Elliott.

I now recognize Ms. Homendy.

Ms. HoMENDY. Thank you. Good morning, Chairman Lipinski,
Ranking Member Crawford, Chairman DeFazio, and members of
the subcommittee. Thank you for inviting the National Transpor-
tation Safety Board to testify today.

The NTSB is an independent Federal agency charged by Con-
gress with investigating major transportation disasters, including
pipelines. We determine the probable cause of accidents and issue
safety recommendations aimed at preventing future tragedies and
saving lives.

Pipelines are one of the safest and most efficient modes of trans-
portation, but when safety standards are inadequate or disregarded
or when Federal or State agencies fail to conduct proper oversight,
the consequences can be devastating.

During this hearing, I will be asked about a number of NTSB in-
vestigations, so I want to take a moment to remind us why we are
here. Lives were lost. Families will never be the same. So, on be-
half of the NTSB, I want to once again extend our deepest condo-
lences to those who lost loved ones or who have been impacted by
pipeline tragedies.

Now I want to thank each of you. Over the years, Congress has
been a true partner in advancing many of the NTSB’s safety rec-
ommendations. Working together, we have saved lives.

In 1998, we investigated a gas pipeline explosion and fire in Vir-
ginia. A family was spending their first night in their new home.
Tragically, the wife was killed, and the husband and both children
were injured. We determined that had an excess flow valve been
installed on the line the accident would never have occurred.

The NTSB had been recommending the installation of excess flow
valves for nearly 30 years. In 2006, this committee took action and
mandated their installation on new single-family residential lines.
In 2012, you expanded that requirement to multifamily residences
and small commercial facilities. I am proud to say that in 2016 we
closed that recommendation favorably, following PHMSA’s issuance
of the final rule.

Now we turn our attention to closing 36 open NTSB safety rec-
ommendations, 3 of which are designated as “open—unacceptable
action.” Many of these are included in our “most wanted list” of
transportation safety improvements. Some were addressed in the
2011 and 2016 acts but haven’t been implemented. Yet tragedies
continue to occur.

Two significant NTSB recommendations urged the installation of
automatic shutoff or remote control valves in high-consequence
areas and addressed repeated failures of pipeline operators to de-
tect ruptures and leaks and take appropriate action.

In 2010, a gas transmission pipeline ruptured and ignited in San
Bruno, California. It took the operator 95 minutes to stop the flow
of gas and severely hindered emergency response operations. Trag-
ically, eight people were killed and many more were injured. Thir-
ty-eight homes were destroyed; seventy others were damaged.
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That same year, a pipeline rupture occurred in Marshall, Michi-
gan, and this committee investigated that accident. That rupture
released nearly 1 million gallons of heavy crude oil in surrounding
waterways and communities. It took the operators 17 hours to
identify the rupture and shut down the line.

And in 2015 we investigated a release of 4,000 gallons of gasoline
from a pipeline in Centreville, Virginia. The operator didn’t detect
the leak for 2 days—well after firefighters had contacted pipeline
personnel, who assured them that there were no irregularities on
the line.

The fact is that most pipeline ruptures and leaks aren’t detected
by pipeline operators; they are detected by the public and emer-
gency responders. Research that was mandated by Congress in
2011 shows that only 17 percent of releases are identified by con-
trol room operators.

The NTSB has been studying the effects of delay in shutting
down failed pipeline systems since 1970. We have issued rec-
ommendation after recommendation to address our concerns, and
in 2011 Congress required their implementation. Yet they remain
unaddressed.

With respect to additional safety needs, briefly, PHMSA regula-
tions require pipeline operators to accurately identify high-con-
sequence areas, determine threats to their pipelines, continually
evaluate those lines using appropriate inspection methods, and re-
pair any defects identified. This is known as integrity management.

We have investigated three accidents which raised significant
concerns with how operators are implementing these programs. As
a result, the NTSB has issued 28 recommendations to improve in-
tegrity management, 10 of which remain on our “most wanted list.”

Thank you again for the opportunity to testify today. I am happy
to answer any questions.

[Ms. Homendy’s prepared statement follows:]

——

Prepared Statement of Hon. Jennifer Homendy, Member, National
Transportation Safety Board

Good morning Chairman Lipinski, Ranking Member Crawford, and Members of
the Subcommittee. Thank you for inviting the National Transportation Safety Board
(NTSB) to testify today.

The NTSB is an independent federal agency charged by Congress with inves-
tigating every civil aviation accident in the United States and significant accidents
and incidents in other modes of transportation—railroad, highway, marine and pipe-
line. We determine the probable cause of accidents and other transportation events
and issue safety recommendations aimed at preventing future accidents. In addition,
we conduct special transportation safety studies and coordinate the resources of the
federal government and other organizations to assist victims and their family mem-
bers who have been impacted by major transportation disasters.

Our Office of Railroad, Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Investigations inves-
tigates pipeline accidents involving the release of natural gas, hydrocarbon liquid,
ammonia, or carbon dioxide in which there are fatalities or substantial property
damage. Pipeline accident investigations focus on the cause of the release, the emer-
gency response, and in the case of hydrocarbon pipelines, the actions taken to miti-
gate the spill. Based on these accident investigations, the NTSB issues safety rec-
ommendations to federal and state regulatory agencies, industry and safety stand-
ards organizations, pipeline operators, and emergency response organizations.
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PIPELINE SAFETY IN THE UNITED STATES

More than 2.5 million miles of pipelines that crisscross the nation, delivering im-
portant resources, such as natural gas, oil, and other hazardous liquids, to con-
sumers. Pipelines are integral to our economy, providing the fuel that powers our
homes and industries.!

Pipelines are one of the safest and most efficient modes of transportation, but
when their integrity is compromised, the consequences can be devastating, espe-
cially when safety standards are not observed or implemented.

The NTSB has completed more than 120 investigations of hazardous liquid pipe-
line ruptures and natural gas pipeline explosions, since 1967, which have dem-
onstrated the potential for loss of life and property damage. Additionally, NTSB has
eight open pipeline investigations, including Merrimack Valley, Massachusetts, Sil-
ver Spring, Maryland, and Dallas, Texas, in which lives were lost, homes destroyed,
and communities severely affected.2

In response to these accident investigations, the NTSB has issued more than
1,300 recommendations to federal, state, and local agencies, and industry. More
than 80 percent of these recommendations have been closed favorably, meaning they
have been adopted by their recipients, mandated by Congress, or implemented
th;ough federal agency action, resulting in significant improvements in pipeline
safety.

For example, in 1998, the NTSB investigated a natural gas pipeline explosion and
fire in the South Riding community of Loudon County, Virginia. A family consisting
of a husband and wife and their two children were spending their first night in their
new home at the time of the explosion. As a result of the accident, the wife was
killed, the husband was seriously injured, and the two children received minor inju-
ries. The NTSB found that had an excess flow valve been installed on the line, the
accident would never have occurred. Excess flow valves automatically close and re-
strict gas flow when there is an excess flow of gas in the pipeline. The NTSB had
been recommending the installation of excess flow valves for nearly 30 years. In
2006, Congress enacted the Pipeline Inspection, Enforcement, and Protection Act
which required the installation of excess flow valves on all new and replaced single-
family residential service lines.3 In 2012, Congress enacted the Pipeline Safety, Reg-
ulatory Certainty, and Job Creation Act of 2011 which expanded that requirement
to multi-family residences—including apartment buildings—and small commercial
facilities.# I am proud to say that the NTSB closed the South Riding recommenda-
tion on December 5, 2016, following issuance of a final rule.

However, there are provisions in current law related to NTSB pipeline safety rec-
ommendations that have not been implemented, such as automatic or remote-control
shutoff valves, and other recommendations that have not been acted upon. We con-
tinue to see accidents and incidents that remind us of the need to be ever-vigilant
in improving safety.

Merrimack Valley, Massachusetts

On September 13, 2018, a series of explosions and fires occurred throughout the
northeast region of the Merrimack Valley after high-pressure natural gas was re-
leased into a low-pressure distribution system, resulting in 1 fatality and injuring
at least 21 individuals, including 2 firefighters. Seven other firefighters received
minor injuries. The distribution system was owned and operated by Columbia Gas
of Massachusetts, a subsidiary of NiSource, Inc. The system overpressure damaged
131 structures, including at least 5 homes that were destroyed in the city of Law-
rence and the towns of Andover and North Andover. Most of the damage was a re-
sult of structure fires ignited by gas-fueled appliances.

While this investigation is ongoing, NTSB has issued five interim safety rec-
ommendations, including four which are classified as “urgent.” We only issue urgent
recommendations when we determine that the course of action requires immediate
attention to avoid imminent loss due to a similar accident.

One recommendation calls upon the Commonwealth of Massachusetts to eliminate
the existing professional licensure exemptions and require the seal of a professional
engineer (PE) on all public utility engineering drawings.5 The NTSB believes that
it is critical that an engineer with appropriate qualifications and experience review
engineering plans for a gas company, if not develop them. Massachusetts’ exemption

1National Transportation Safety Board, 2019-2020 Most Wanted List: Ensure the Safe Ship-
ment of Hazardous Materials—Pipeline.

2See Appendix for all open pipeline investigations.

3 Public Law 109-468

4Public Law 112-90

5National Transportation Safety Board, Safety Recommendation P-18-005.
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for the requirement of PE licensure to perform “industrial” and public utility work
forecloses an opportunity to detect this design oversight. The seal of a PE should
be required on all public utility engineering plans to reduce the likelihood of an acci-
dent. On December 31, 2018, Gov. Charlie Baker signed into law legislation requir-
ing such; the Massachusetts Department of Public Utility is in the process of pro-
mulgating regulations.®

The four urgent safety recommendations were issued to NiSource: (1) revise the
engineering and constructability review process to include all internal departments
and require plans to be sealed by a PE prior to construction; (2) ensure that all nat-
ural gas systems records are complete and readily available; (3) incorporate risk as-
sessments into project development; and, (4) while any modifications are being made
to gas mains, actively monitor pressures and require personnel to be in place to im-
mediately respond to any abnormal changes in the pipeline system. As this inves-
tigation progresses or following the Board’s adoption of the final report, the NTSB
may issue additional safety recommendations to improve pipeline safety and prevent
occurrence of a similar tragedy.”

MOST WANTED LIST OF TRANSPORTATION SAFETY IMPROVEMENTS

On February 4, 2019, we announced our Most Wanted List of Transportation
Safety Improvements for 2019-2020.8 This list identifies 10 focus areas for transpor-
tation safety improvements based on safety issues identified through our investiga-
tions. Many of the issues on the Most Wanted List address multimodal challenges
for improving safety, including alcohol and other drug impairment and fatigue. One
issue area is specific to pipeline safety: Ensuring the Safe Shipment of Hazardous
Materials.

There are currently 36 open pipeline safety recommendations, 32 of which are on
our Most Wanted List: 24 to the Pipeline and Hazardous Material Safety Adminis-
tration (PHMSA), 9 to industry, and 3 to state regulators.® Three of the Most Want-
ed recommendations to PHMSA are designated as “Open—Unacceptable Response.”
While the NTSB appreciates progress made by PHMSA on many of our rec-
ommendations, they cannot lose focus and must see all safety recommendations
through to completion.

Automatic Shutoff and Remote Control Valves

One significant NTSB recommendation urges the use of automatic shutoff or re-
mote control valves in high consequence areas (HCAs) based on an investigation in
San Bruno, California.l®

On September 9, 2010, a 30-inch-diameter segment of an intrastate natural gas
transmission pipeline owned and operated by the Pacific Gas and Electric Company
(PG&E) ruptured in a residential area in San Bruno. In the 95 minutes it took
PG&E to stop the flow of natural gas, an estimated 47.6 million standard cubic feet
of gas was released. The released natural gas ignited, resulting in a fire that de-
stroyed 38 homes and damaged 70. Eight people were killed, many were injured,
and many more were evacuated from the area.

The NTSB found that the 95 minutes it took PG&E to stop the flow of gas was
excessively long and contributed to the extent and severity of property damage and
increased the life-threatening risks to the residents and emergency responders. Use
of automatic shutoff or remote control valves would have significantly reduced the
amount of time taken to stop the flow of gas and to isolate the rupture.

The NTSB recommended that PHMSA amend Title 49 Code of Federal Regula-
tions 192.935(c) to directly require that automatic shutoff or remote control valves
in high consequence areas and in class 3 and 4 locations be installed and spaced
at intervals that consider the factors listed in that regulation.!! Current PHMSA
regulations leave the decision of whether to install an automatic shutoff or remote
control valve up to operators, based on their evaluation of certain factors. The NTSB
believes the requirement should be mandatory.

6 An Act Further Providing for the Safety of the Commonwealth’s Natural Gas Infrastructure.
Mass. Gen. Laws ch. 339 (2018).

7National Transportation Safety Board, Safety Recommendations: P-18-006, P-18-007, P-18-
008, P-18-009.

8 National Transportation Safety Board, 2019-2020 Most Wanted List.

9See Appendix for all open pipeline safety recommendations.

10HCASs are defined by federal regulation and are areas where a release could have the most
significant adverse consequences, including populated areas, areas with a number of structures,
drinking water sources, and unusually sensitive areas.

11 National Transportation Safety Board, Safety Recommendations: P-11-011
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This was not the first time that the NTSB recommended the installation of auto-
matic shutoff or remote control valves. Several near identical recommendations were
issued in the 1980s, 1990s, and early 2000s to the Office of Pipeline Safety of the
Department of Transportation and the Research and Special Programs Administra-
tion, the predecessors of PHMSA, and the industry that were closed and designated
as “Unacceptable Action” because of their failure to implement the recommendation.

Three months after NTSB issued its San Bruno recommendations, Congress
passed the Pipeline Safety, Regulatory Certainty, and Job Creation Act of 2011
(2011 Act) requiring the use of automatic shutoff or remote control valves within
two years. PHMSA has initiated but not completed the rulemaking process.
PHMSA’s last communication with NTSB stated: “Publication of the proposed rule
was initially expected to publish in spring 2017. Like many other issues before us,
this is part of an ongoing regulatory review pursuant to the executive order issued
by the President.”

There are additional open recommendations from the San Bruno investigation to
PHMSA that Congress addressed in the 2011 Act, including requirement (1) all op-
erators of natural gas transmission and distribution pipelines equip their systems
with tools to identify and pinpoint the location of leaks; (2) all gas transmission
pipelines constructed before 1970 be subjected to a hydrostatic pressure testing; and
(3) any manufacturing- and construction-related defects be tested by a
postconstruction hydrostatic pressure test of at least 1.25 times the maximum allow-
able operating pressure.!2 These recommendations remain on the NTSB’s Most
Wanted List of Transportation Safety Improvements and should be implemented by
PHMSA expeditiously.

Leak Detection

The NTSB has investigated a number of accidents where operators failed to detect
a leak, significantly impacting response time. In San Bruno, control center staff had
difficulties determining that there had been a pipeline break and quickly pin-
pointing its location. Accordingly, the NTSB recommended that PHMSA require
that all operators of natural gas transmission and distribution pipelines equip their
supervisory control and data acquisition systems with tools to assist in recognizing
and pinpointing the location of leaks, including line breaks. The recommendation re-
mains on the NTSB’s 2019-2020 Most Wanted List of Transportation Safety Im-
provements.

The NTSB’s investigation of one of the largest inland oil spill in U.S. history
found deficiencies in the operator’s detection of a leak which led to significant delays
in stopping the flow of crude oil. On July 25, 2010, a segment of a 30-inch-diameter
pipeline, owned and operated by Enbridge Incorporated (Enbridge) ruptured in a
wetland in Marshall, Michigan. The rupture was not discovered or addressed until
Enbridge was notified by an outside caller more than 17 hours later. The oil satu-
rated the surrounding wetlands and flowed into the Talmadge Creek and the Kala-
mazoo River; the total release was estimated to be 843,444 gallons of crude oil.
Local residents self-evacuated from their houses, and the environment was nega-
tively affected. Costs exceeded $1.2 billion. About 320 people reported symptoms
consistent with crude oil exposure. Fortunately, there were no fatalities.

Similarly, the NTSB’s investigation of a pipeline release near Centreville, Vir-
ginia, on September 21, 2015, found significant deficiencies in the ability of Colonial
Pipeline Company (Colonial) to detect a leak in their large diameter pipeline that
transports gasoline and other refined petroleum liquids. The incident was initially
reported by an employee of a restaurant in Centreville who called the Fairfax Coun-
ty 911 Center to report a gasoline odor. Colonial confirmed the pipeline leak two
days later, after their inspectors and control room center personnel reported that
there were no abnormalities on the pipeline and that all line pressures were normal.

The leak occurred in an HCA. Fortunately, no fatalities or injuries resulted from
the release. Colonial estimated that 4,000 gallons of gasoline were released from the
pipe; flammable vapor in storm drains was as high as 100 percent of the lower ex-
plosive limit (potentially explosive in an ignition source is present).

The Pipeline Safety, Regulatory Certainty, and Job Creation Act of 2011 included
measures to improve leak detection capabilities; PHMSA has not yet implemented
those measures. Leak detection remains on the NTSB’s Most Wanted List for Trans-
portation Safety Improvements. The NTSB recommendation stemming from the Co-
lonial Pipeline incident is designated as “Open—Unacceptable Response.” 13

12National Transportation Safety Board, Safety Recommendations: P-11-010, P-11-014, P-11-
015.
13 National Transportation Safety Board, Safety Recommendation P-17-002.
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Integrity Management Programs

In the last eight years, the NTSB has completed three major gas transmission
pipeline accident investigations in which deficiencies with the operators’ integrity
management (IM) programs and PHMSA oversight were identified as a concern.4
These three accidents—located in Palm City, Florida; San Bruno, California; and
Sissonville, West Virginia—resulted in 8 fatalities, more than 50 injuries, and 41
homes destroyed, with many more damaged. As we have learned from these inves-
tigations, ensuring adequate IM programs and oversight of pipelines transporting
natural gas and hazardous liquids remains critically important.

Since 2004, PHMSA has required the operators of these pipelines to develop and
implement IM programs to ensure the integrity of their pipelines in HCAs to reduce
the risk of injuries and property damage from pipeline failures.!> An operator’s IM
program is a management system designed and implemented to ensure the opera-
tor’s pipeline system is safe and reliable. It consists of multiple components, includ-
ing procedures and processes for identifying HCAs, determining likely threats to the
pipeline within the HCA, evaluating the physical integrity of the pipe within the
HCA, and repairing or remediating any pipeline defects found. These procedures
and processes are complex and interconnected. Effective implementation of an IM
program relies on continual evaluation and data integration. The IM program is an
ongoing program that PHMSA and state regulatory agencies periodically inspect to
ensure operator compliance with regulatory requirements.

In January 2015, the NTSB’s Safety Research Division conducted a safety study
using the results from the completed investigations and additional research to iden-
tify weaknesses in the implementation of gas transmission pipeline IM programs in
HCAs. The study, Integrity Management of Gas Transmission Pipelines in High
Consequence Areas, found that, although PHMSA’s gas IM requirements have kept
the rate of corrosion failures and material failures of pipe or welds low, no evidence
exists to show that the overall occurrence of gas transmission pipeline incidents in
HCA pipelines has declined.1® Rather, the study identified areas where improve-
ments need to be made to further enhance the safety of gas transmission pipelines
in HCAs.

We recognize that IM programs are complex and require expert knowledge and
integration of multiple technical disciplines including engineering, material science,
geographic information systems, data management, probability and statistics, and
risk management. This complexity requires pipeline operator personnel and federal
and state pipeline inspectors to have a high level of practical knowledge and skill
to adequately perform their functions. This complexity can make IM program devel-
opment and implementation, and the evaluation of operators’ compliance with IM
program requirements, difficult. The study illustrated the need to expand and im-
prove PHMSA resources in guiding both operators and federal and state inspectors.

The effectiveness of an IM program depends on many factors, including how well
threats are identified and risks are estimated. This information guides the selection
of integrity assessment methods that discover pipeline system defects that may need
remediation. The study found that aspects of the operators’ threat identification and
risk assessment processes require improvement. Further, the study found that of
the four different integrity assessment methods (pressure test, direct assessment,
in-line inspection, and other techniques), in-line inspection yields the highest per-
mile discovery of pipe anomalies, and the use of direct assessment as the sole integ-
rity assessment method has numerous limitations. Compared to their interstate
counterparts, intrastate pipeline operators rely more on direct assessment and less
on in-line inspection.

As a result of the safety study, the NTSB issued 28 new recommendations. Of
these, 22 were issued to PHMSA and 1 previous recommendation issued to PHMSA
was reiterated.1” These include improvements to the training of state inspectors, the
National Pipeline Mapping System, and the current process for identifying HCAs;
requirements for in-line inspection of natural gas pipelines; and, eliminating the use

14 National Transportation Safety Board, Columbia Gas Transmission Corporation Pipeline
Rupture Sissonville, West Virginia on December 11, 2012, Rpt. No. NTSB/PAR-14/01 (February
19, 2014); Rupture of Florida Gas Transmission Pipeline and Release of Natural Gas Near Palm
City, Florida, Accident Brief No. NTSB/PAB-13/01 (August 13, 2013); Pacific Gas and Electric
Company Natural Gas Transmission Pipeline Rupture and Fire San Bruno, California on Sep-
tember 9, 2010, Rpt. No. NTSB/PAR-11/01 (August 30, 2011).

15Title 49 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 192, Subpart O.

16 National Transportation Safety Board, Integrity Management of Gas Transmission Pipe-
lines in High Consequence Areas, No. NTSB/SS-15/01 (January 27, 2015).

17National Transportation Safety Board, Safety Recommendations: P-15-001 through -028,
and P-11-007.
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of direct assessment as the sole integrity assessment method for gas transmission
pipelines.

Nine of the recommendations to PHMSA resulting from the safety study are clas-
sified as closed with an acceptable action or reconsidered. The remaining 13 are
open; 10 of them are listed on the NTSB’s Most Wanted List of Transportation Safe-
ty Improvements. The remaining six recommendations, issued to industry, are all
classified as “Closed—Acceptable Action.”

“OPEN—UNACCEPTABLE RESPONSE” RECOMMENDATIONS TO PHMSA

The NTSB would like to highlight three recommendations to PHMSA stemming
from our investigations in Marshall, Michigan, Sissonville, West Virginia, and Cen-
treville, Virginia that are designated as “Open—Unacceptable Response”: P-12-3, P-
14-1, and P-17-2. All three of these recommendations are included in the NTSB’s
Most Wanted List of Transportation Safety Improvements.

P-12-3 recommended PHMSA revise existing federal regulations to clearly state:
(1) when an engineering assessment of crack defects, including environmentally as-
sisted cracks, must be performed; (2) the acceptable methods for performing these
engineering assessments, including the assessment of cracks coinciding with corro-
sion with a safety factor that considers the uncertainties associated with sizing of
crack defects; (3) criteria for determining when a probable crack defect in a pipeline
segment must be excavated and time limits for completing those excavations; (4)
pressure restriction limits for crack defects that are not excavated by the required
date; and (5) acceptable methods for determining crack growth for any cracks al-
lowed to remain in the pipe, including growth caused by fatigue, corrosion fatigue,
or stress corrosion cracking as applicable.18

This recommendation was issued following an investigation of the Enbridge pipe-
line rupture in Marshall, Michigan, which found, that five years prior to the rup-
ture, in 2005, Enbridge identified crack defects during an in-line inspection of the
pipeline ranging up to 51.6 inches that were left unrepaired.

While PHMSA published a notice of proposed rulemaking (NPRM) in October
2015 to address our recommendation, the changes proposed to requirements for
scheduling crack defect remediation only addressed indications of significant stress
corrosion cracking (SCC). We reiterated that the recommendation refers to all forms
of crack defects, not just SCC. By only addressing crack indications identified as
SCC colonies, the proposed regulation does not limit or otherwise describe require-
ments for remediating other types of crack indications, including the indication asso-
ciated with the crack that led to the rupture in Marshall, Michigan.

P-14-1 recommended PHMSA revise existing federal regulations to add principal
arterial roadways to the list of “identified sites” that establish an HCA.19

This recommendation was issued following an investigation into an explosion and
subsequent fire from a 20-inch natural gas transmission pipeline in a sparsely popu-
lated area along Interstate 77 near Sissonville, West Virginia on December 11, 2012.
About 76 million cubic feet of natural gas was released and burned. While there
were no fatalities or serious injuries, three homes were destroyed. The Board deter-
mined the probable cause of the pipeline rupture was (1) external corrosion of the
pipe wall due to deteriorated coating and ineffective cathodic protection and (2) the
failure to detect the corrosion because the pipeline was not inspected or tested after
1988.

While PHMSA published an NPRM in April 2016 proposing an alternate approach
by creating a “moderate consequence area (MCA)” that included a highway-size
threshold. We disagreed with this proposal because it limited highway coverage to
only four-lane configurations, which would exclude principal arterial roadways wider
than four lanes. Although wider divided highways most likely coincide with the ex-
isting HCA criteria, we are concerned that some wider highways may not. While
PHMSA has stated they are considering revising the definition, no formal action has
been completed.

P-17-2 recommended PHMSA require operators to either (a) repair all excavated
dent defects, or (b) install a local leak detection system at each location where a
dent is not repaired, continuously monitor for hydrocarbons, and promptly take cor-
rective action to stop a detected leak.20

This recommendation was issued following the NTSB’s investigation into a release
of the 2015 Colonial Pipeline release of about 4,000 gallons of gasoline in an HCA
near Centreville, Virginia. As stated earlier, the leak was not identified by the pipe-

18 National Transportation Safety Board, Safety Recommendation P-12-003.
19 National Transportation Safety Board, Safety Recommendation P-14-001.
20 National Transportation Safety Board, Safety Recommendation P-17-002.
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line operator, Colonial Pipeline Company, for two days after initial report of gaso-
line odor. The Board determined the probable cause of the release of gasoline from
the pipeline was a through-wall corrosion fatigue crack that developed at a dent in
the pipeline due to residual and operational stress and exposure to the underground
environment. Contributing to the accident were PHMSA regulations that allowed
the dent to remain in the pipeline.

PHMSA regulations do not specifically require dents having depths less than six
percent of the pipeline diameter to be repaired unless there is an indication of metal
loss, cracking, or a stress riser, or unless the dent affects pipe curvature at a girth
weld or a longitudinal seam weld. The dent at the leak location was about 1.6 per-
cent of the outer pipe diameter and the upstream dent was 1.57 percent of the outer
pipe diameter. Colonial did not repair either dent because they did not meet
PHMSA'’s repair criteria. During the investigation, Colonial reported to the NTSB
that pipelines in Pelham, Alabama, Felixville, Louisiana, and Simpsonville, South
Carolina also developed through wall-cracks in dented pipe. The depths of these
dents were less than two percent of the pipe outer diameter.

The NTSB recommended that PHMSA require operators to either (a) repair all
excavated dent defects, or (b) install a local leak detection system at each location
where a dent is not repaired, continuously monitor for hydrocarbons, and promptly
take corrective action to stop a detected leak. The recommendation remains “Open—
Unacceptable Response.”

PHMSA has communicated that compliance with current regulations, improved
operator guidance, focused inspections, and an advisory bulletin would address the
safety risks of dent defects and would be more cost- and safety-efficient than requir-
ing leak-detection systems. However, existing regulations, guidance, and bulletins
are inadequate. Pipeline operators should be required to act on all excavated dent
defects, but PHMSA proposed wording gives pipeline operators a choice about
whether and how to act on defects. Installing a leak-detection system at each loca-
tion where a dent is not repaired should be the pipeline operators’ only alternative
when not repairing an excavated dent defect.

CONCLUSION

Over the last 52 years, our investigations have found that safe operation of pipe-
lines is a shared responsibility among operators, government oversight agencies,
and local communities.

Pipelines remain one of the safest and most efficient means of transporting vital
commodities used to power homes, businesses, and vehicles in all modes of transpor-
tation. However, the consequences are tragic when there is insufficient safety plan-
ning and oversight. To that end, the NTSB urges expeditious implementation of all
unimplemented safety recommendations issued to operators and government agen-
cies—especially PHMSA.

We recognize the progress that has been made; yet, there will always be room for
improvement. The NTSB stands ready to work with the Subcommittee to continue
improving the safety of our nation’s pipeline systems.

Thank you again for the opportunity to testify today. I am happy to answer your
questions.

APPENDIX TO NTSB BOARD MEMBER HOMENDY’S TESTIMONY CONCERNING PIPELINE
SAFETY

CURRENT INVESTIGATIONS

Silver Spring, Maryland

On August 10, 2016, a Washington Gas natural gas pipeline ruptured, exploded,
and destroyed a four-story apartment building in Silver Spring, Maryland, resulting
in seven fatalities and injuries to 65 civilians and three emergency responders. Our
investigation is ongoing and is looking into operations, survival factors, and regu-
latory oversight. The Board is scheduled to meet on April 23 to determine the prob-
able cause of the rupture and explosion and issue any recommendations we believe
will improve safety and prevent future tragedies, fatalities, and injuries.

Tekamah, Nebraska

On October 17, 2016, a Magellan pipeline ruptured and released 7,000 barrels of
anhydrous ammonia, resulting in one fatality and evacuation of the area.
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Helena, Alabama

On October 31, 2016, a Colonial Pipeline gas pipeline ruptured and caused a fire
after being struck by a track hoe during maintenance operations, resulting in one
fatality and four injuries.

Firestone, Colorado

On April 17, 2017, a house exploded, resulting in two fatalities and two injuries.
The uncapped end of an abandoned but still connected flow line from a natural gas
well owned and operated by Anadarko Petroleum Company was discovered near the
home’s foundation.

Minneapolis, Minnesota

On August 2, 2017, a building at the Minnehaha Academy North Campus was de-
stroyed by a natural gas explosion, resulting in two fatalities and nine injuries. At
the time of the explosion, two workers were installing new piping to support the re-
location of gas meters from the basement of the building to the outside. Two new
meters mounted on a wall were ready for the new piping to be connected. While
workers were removing the existing piping, a full-flow natural gas line at pressure
was opened. The workers were unable to mitigate the release of the gas and evacu-
ated the area.

A school maintenance worker heard and smelled the natural gas release and went
to its source in the basement meter room where the workers had been. As he exited
the basement, he made an announcement over his hand-held radio that there was
gas in the building and to evacuate immediately. As he made his radio announce-
ment, he ran up the stairs and searched for occupants. Less than one minute later,
the building exploded.

Dallas, Texas

On February 23, 2018, a house exploded, resulting in the death of a 12-year-old
juvenile and injuries to four family members, all of whom were asleep at the time
of the explosion. In the 48 hours prior to the explosion, work crews from Atmos En-
ergy were in the neighborhood investigating gas-related fires and two residences.
More than 300 residences were subsequently evacuated due to the nature and num-
ber of natural gas pipeline leaks discovered in the residential neighborhood.

Merrimack Valley, Massachusetts

On September 13, 2018, a series of explosions and fires occurred throughout the
northeast region of the Merrimack Valley after high-pressure natural gas was re-
leased into a low-pressure distribution system, resulting in one fatality and injuring
at least 21 individuals, including two firefighters. Seven other firefighters received
minor injuries. The distribution system was owned and operated by Columbia Gas
of Massachusetts, a subsidiary of NiSource, Inc. The system overpressure damaged
131 structures, including at least five homes that were destroyed in the city of Law-
rence and the towns of Andover and North Andover. Most of the damage was a re-
sult of structure fires ignited by gas-fueled appliances.

San Francisco, California

On February 6, a Pacific Gas & Electric Corporation (PG&E) natural gas pipeline
ruptured and caused a fire after being struck by a third-party contractor’s exca-
vation equipment, while installing fiberoptic conduit. Fortunately, there were no in-
juries or fatalities; however, the natural gas service to 328 customers was curtailed
temporarily, and about 100 people were evacuated. The NTSB’s investigative activ-
ity is focused on the third-party contractor’s preparedness and qualifications to per-
form the excavation work and the execution of PG&E and local fire and police de-
partment emergency response plans. Investigators are also reviewing and assessing
applicable rules and standards of oversight agencies for effectiveness.

All of these investigations are ongoing, and the NTSB has not determined the
probable causes, issued findings, or drawn any conclusions.
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Open Pipeline Recommendations (as of March 26th, 2019)

Most
Number Date Issued Overall Status Wiptted Safety Recommendation
IS
P-10-004 1/31/11 | Open- X TO THE PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY: If you are un-
Acceptable able to comply with Safety Recommendations P-10-2 (Ur-
Response gent) and P-10-3 (Urgent) to accurately determine the max-
imum allowable operating pressure of Pacific Gas and Elec-
tric Company natural gas transmission lines in class 3 and
class 4 locations and class 1 and class 2 high consequence
areas that have not had a maximum allowable operating
pressure established through prior hydrostatic testing, deter-
mine the maximum allowable operating pressure with a
spike test followed by a hydrostatic pressure test.
P-10-006 1/31/11 | Open- X TO THE CALIFORNIA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION: If such a
Acceptable document and records search cannot be satisfactorily com-
Response pleted, provide oversight to any spike and hydrostatic tests
that Pacific Gas and Electric Company is required to perform
according to Safety Recommendation (P-10-4).
P-11-009 9/26/11 | Open- To PHMSA: Require operators of natural gas transmission
Acceptable and distribution pipelines and hazardous liquid pipelines to
Response ensure that their control room operators immediately and di-
rectly notify the 911 emergency call center(s) for the commu-
nities and jurisdictions in which those pipelines are located
when a possible rupture of any pipeline is indicated.
P-11-010 9/26/11 | Open- X To PHMSA: Require that all operators of natural gas trans-
Acceptable mission and distribution pipelines equip their supervisory
Response control and data acquisition systems with tools to assist in
recognizing and pinpointing the location of leaks, including
line breaks; such tools could include a real-time leak detec-
tion system and appropriately spaced flow and pressure
transmitters along covered transmission lines.
P-11-011 9/26/11 | Open- X To PHMSA: Amend Title 49 Code of Federal Regulations
Acceptable 192.935(c) to directly require that automatic shutoff valves
Response or remote control valves in high consequence areas and in
class 3 and 4 locations be installed and spaced at intervals
that consider the factors listed in that regulation.
P-11-014 9/26/11 | Open- X To PHMSA: Amend Title 49 Code of Federal Regulations
Acceptable 192.619 to delete the grandfather clause and require that all
Response gas transmission pipelines constructed before 1970 be sub-
jected to a hydrostatic pressure test that incorporates a
spike test.
P-11-015 9/26/11 | Open- X To PHMSA: Amend Title 49 Code of Federal Regulations Part
Acceptable 192 of the Federal pipeline safety regulations so that
Response manufacturing- and construction-related defects can only be
considered stable if a gas pipeline has been subjected to a
postconstruction hydrostatic pressure test of at least 1.25
times the maximum allowable operating pressure.
P-11-023 9/26/11 | Open- X TO THE CALIFORNIA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION: Require
Acceptable the Pacific Gas and Electric Company to correct all defi-
Response ciencies identified as a result of the San Bruno, California,

accident investigation, as well as any additional deficiencies
identified through the comprehensive audit recommended in
Safety Recommendation P-11-22, and verify that all correc-
tive actions are completed.
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Open Pipeline Recommendations (as of March 26th, 2019)—Continued

Most
Number Date Issued Overall Status Wiptted Safety Recommendation
IS
P-12-003 7/25/12 | Open- X To PHMSA: Revise Title 49 Code of Federal Regulations
Unacceptable 195.452 to clearly state (1) when an engineering assessment
Response of crack defects, including environmentally assisted cracks,
must be performed; (2) the acceptable methods for per-
forming these engineering assessments, including the as-
sessment of cracks coinciding with corrosion with a safety
factor that considers the uncertainties associated with sizing
of crack defects; (3) criteria for determining when a probable
crack defect in a pipeline segment must be excavated and
time limits for completing those excavations; (4) pressure re-
striction limits for crack defects that are not excavated by
the required date; and (5) acceptable methods for deter-
mining crack growth for any cracks allowed to remain in the
pipe, including growth caused by fatigue, corrosion fatigue,
or stress corrosion cracking as applicable.
P-12-004 7/25/12 | Open- X To PHMSA: Revise Title 49 Code of Federal Regulations
Acceptable 195.452(h)(2), the “discovery of condition,” to require, in
Response cases where a determination about pipeline threats has not
been obtained within 180 days following the date of inspec-
tion, that pipeline operators notify the Pipeline and Haz-
ardous Materials Safety Administration and provide an ex-
pected date when adequate information will become avail-
able.
P-14-001 3/5/14 | Open- X To PHMSA: Revise Title 49 Code of Federal Regulations Sec-
Unacceptable tion 903, Subpart 0, Gas Transmission Pipeline Integrity
Response Management, to add principal arterial roadways including
interstates, other freeways and expressways, and other prin-
cipal arterial roadways as defined in the Federal Highway
Administration’s Highway Functional Classification Concepts,
Criteria and Procedures to the list of “identified sites” that
establish a high consequence area.
P-15-004 2/10/15 | Open- X To PHMSA: Increase the positional accuracy of pipeline
Acceptable centerlines and pipeline attribute details relevant to safety in
Response the National Pipeline Mapping System.
P-15-005 2/10/15 | Open- X To PHMSA: Revise the submission requirement to include
Acceptable high consequence area identification as an attribute data
Response element to the National Pipeline Mapping System.
P-15-010 2/10/15 | Open- X To PHMSA: Update guidance for gas transmission pipeline
Acceptable operators and inspectors on the evaluation of interactive
Response threats. This guidance should list all threat interactions that
must be evaluated and acceptable methods to be used.
P-15-011 2/10/15 | Open- X To PHMSA: Develop and implement specific risk assessment
Acceptable training for inspectors in verifying the technical validity of
Response risk assessments that operators use.
P-15-012 2/10/15 | Open- To PHMSA: Evaluate the safety benefits of the four risk as-
Acceptable sessment approaches currently allowed by the gas integrity
Response management regulations; determine whether they produce a

comparable safety benefit; and disseminate the results of
your evaluation to the pipeline industry, inspectors, and the
public.
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Open Pipeline Recommendations (as of March 26th, 2019)—Continued

Most
Number Date Issued Overall Status Wiptted Safety Recommendation
IS
P-15-013 2/10/15 | Open- X To PHMSA: Update guidance for gas transmission pipeline
Acceptable operators and inspectors on critical components of risk as-
Response sessment approaches. Include (1) methods for setting
weighting factors, (2) factors that should be included in con-
sequence of failure calculations, and (3) appropriate risk
metrics and methods for aggregating risk along a pipeline.
P-15-015 2/10/15 | Open- To PHMSA: Revise Form F7100.1, Annual Report Form, to col-
Acceptable lect information about which methods of high consequence
Alternate area identification and risk assessment approaches were
Response used.
P-15-016 2/10/15 | Open- To PHMSA: Revise Form F7100.2, Incident Report Form, (1) to
Acceptable collect information about both the results of previous as-
Response sessments and previously identified threats for each pipeline
segment involved in an incident and (2) to allow for the in-
clusion of multiple root causes when multiple threats
interacted.
P-15-017 2/10/15 | Open- X To PHMSA: Develop a program to use the data collected in
Acceptable response to Safety Recommendations P-15-15 and P-15-16
Response to evaluate the relationship between incident occurrences
and (1) inappropriate elimination of threats, (2) interactive
threats, and (3) risk assessment approaches used by the gas
transmission pipeline operators. Disseminate the results of
your evaluation to the pipeline industry, inspectors, and the
public annually.
P-15-018 2/10/15 | Open- X To PHMSA: Require that all natural gas transmission pipe-
Acceptable lines be capable of being in-line inspected by either re-
Response configuring the pipeline to accommodate in line inspection
tools or by the use of new technology that permits the in-
spection of previously uninspectable pipelines; priority should
be given to the highest risk transmission pipelines that con-
siders age, internal pressure, pipe diameter, and class loca-
tion. (Safety Recommendation P-15-18 superseded Safety
Recommendation P-11-17)
P-15-020 2/10/15 | Open- X To PHMSA: Identify all operational complications that limit
Acceptable the use of in-line inspection tools in piggable pipelines, de-
Response velop methods to eliminate the operational complications,
and require operators to use these methods to increase the
use of in-line inspection tools.
P-15-021 2/10/15 | Open- X To PHMSA: Develop and implement a plan for eliminating the
Acceptable use of direct assessment as the sole integrity assessment
Response method for gas transmission pipelines.
P-15-022 2/10/15 | Open- X To PHMSA: Develop and implement a plan for all segments
Acceptable of the pipeline industry to improve data integration for integ-
Response rity management through the use of geographic information
systems.
P-15-034 6/29/15 | Open- X TO CONSOLIDATED EDISON COMPANY OF NEW YORK, INC.:
Acceptable Revise your plastic pipe fusion welding procedure to require
Response cleaning of the surfaces to be welded with suitable solvents
to remove all dirt, water, oil, paint, and other contaminants
as recommended in ASTM F2620, Standard Practice for Heat
Fusion Joining of Polyethylene Pipe and Fittings.
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Open Pipeline Recommendations (as of March 26th, 2019)—Continued

Most
Number Date Issued Overall Status Wiptted Safety Recommendation
IS
P-17-001 6/15/17 | Open- X To PHMSA: Work with pipeline trade and standards organiza-
Acceptable tions to modify the pipeline dent acceptance criteria to ac-
Response count for all the factors that lead to pipe failures caused by
dents, and promulgate regulations to require the new criteria
be incorporated into integrity management programs.
P-17-002 6/15/17 | Open- X To PHMSA: Require operators to either (a) repair all exca-
Unacceptable vated dent defects, or (b) install a local leak detection sys-
Response tem at each location where a dent is not repaired, continu-
ously monitor for hydrocarbons, and promptly take corrective
action to stop a detected leak.
P-17-003 6/15/17 | Open- X TO THE COLONIAL PIPELINE COMPANY: Revise the dent exca-
Await vation evaluation procedure to require either (a) the repair of
Response all excavated dent defects, or (b) the installation of a local
leak detection system at each location where a dent is not
repaired, continuous monitoring for hydrocarbons, and
prompt corrective action to stop a detected leak.
P-17-004 6/15/17 | Open- TO THE ASSOCIATION OF OIL PIPE LINES AND THE AMERICAN
Response PETROLEUM INSTITUTE: Communicate to your members the
Received findings of this report on the susceptibility of dents to fa-
tigue cracking even when the dent is acceptable under cur-
rent criteria.
P-18-001 6/25/18 | Open- X To PHMSA: Work with state pipeline regulators to incorporate
Acceptable into their inspection programs, a review to ensure that gas
Response distribution pipeline operators are using best practices rec-
ommended by the manufacturer in their distribution integrity
management programs, including using the specified tools
and methods, to correctly install Permalock mechanical tap-
ping tee assemblies.
P-18-004 6/25/18 | Open- X TO HONEYWELL: Specify in your Permalock mechanical tap-
Acceptable ping tee assembly installation instructions a not-to-exceed
Alternate torque limit for Nylon bolts and have that value checked and
Response adjusted with a torque wrench immediately after installation.
P-18-005 11/15/18 | Open- X TO THE COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS: Eliminate the
Await professional engineer licensure exemption for public utility
Response work and require a professional engineer's seal on public
utility engineering drawings.
P-18-006 11/15/18 | Open- X TO NISOURCE: Revise the engineering plan and
Acceptable constructability review process across all of your subsidiaries
Response to ensure that all applicable departments review construction
documents for accuracy, completeness, and correctness, and
that the documents or plans be sealed by a professional en-
gineer prior to commencing work. (Urgent)
P-18-007 11/15/18 | Open- X TO NISOURCE: Review and ensure that all records and docu-
Acceptable mentation of your natural gas systems are traceable, reli-
Response able, and complete. (Urgent)
P-18-008 11/15/18 | Open- X TO NISOURCE: Apply management of change process to all
Acceptable changes to adequately identify system threats that could re-
Response sult in a common mode failure. (Urgent)
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Open Pipeline Recommendations (as of March 26th, 2019)—Continued

Most
Number Date Issued Overall Status Wanted Safety Recommendation
List

P-18-009 11/15/18 | Open- X TO NISOURCE: Develop and implement control procedures
Acceptable during modifications to gas mains to mitigate the risks iden-
Response tified during management of change operations. Gas main
pressures should be continually monitored during these
modifications and assets should be placed at critical loca-
tions to immediately shut down the system if abnormal oper-
ations are detected. (Urgent)

Mr. LipINSKI. Thank you for your testimony.

I will start by recognizing myself for 5 minutes for questions. I
will start out with Administrator Elliott.

You know, 8 years have now lapsed since Congress passed the
2011 pipeline safety bill, and PHMSA still has not implemented re-
quired regulations like the hazardous liquid rule or gas trans-
mission rule. I think we could all agree that taking 8-plus years
to implement important safety regulations is a problem.

I want to ask first, how is PHMSA reforming its regulatory proc-
ess so that congressional mandates are implemented faster?

Mr. ELLIOTT. Chairman Lipinski, thank you for that question.

I think we have done quite a bit since I last testified before this
committee last June and heard quite clearly the dissatisfaction
with the ability of PHMSA to move mandates, and we have done
several things.

First of all, we have really gone back and worked hard internally
to make sure that we could complete developing the language for
the rules that were still open.

And I think the second thing that we have done is we have
worked hard to streamline the rulemaking process at PHMSA. As
you know, PHMSA is really two separate modes almost, one on
pipeline and one on hazardous materials. And we found that there
were some inefficiencies there that were not giving us the ability
to staff our rulemaking process the way that would provide opti-
mum results. And we have worked on that, so I think today we
have a much better process internally for writing and pursuing not
only mandates but all regulations that we are responsible for.

I tell the team at PHMSA just about every day that we are re-
sponsible for making sure that the mandates that we have in front
of us, that we can move as quickly and expeditiously as we can.

I am pleased that we have been able to complete our work on the
pipeline safety rule. We have completed our work on the gas pipe-
line safety rule as well. And we are hoping that those will become
published in the not too distant future.

Mr. LipiNnskl. What can Congress do to help PHMSA speed up
the implementation of regulations?

Mr. ELLIOTT. Mr. Chairman, I think just your constant assist-
ance in helping us understand the absolute urgency in moving
these safety rules to conclusion.

Mr. LipinskI. I want to ask, Ms. Homendy, what you would rec-
ommend. Do you have any comments on what PHMSA has done



35

and what you would recommend that PHMSA or Congress do to
speed up the regulations?

Ms. HOMENDY. Well, there is a lot that goes into rulemaking, and
I have had a lot of great conversations with the Administrator and
with PHMSA staff over the past several months and years, and it
is frustrating.

Part of the problem is there is no transparency in the rule-
making process. So we actually—we do have letters that go back
and forth and communications between—and meetings as well—be-
tween NTSB and PHMSA, and a lot of the time the response is,
“Well, we are going to work on these recommendations and rule-
making,” but we actually don’t know where the rulemaking is. Is
it in PHMSA? Is it in the Secretary’s office? Is it at OMB? So that
is part of the problem, that we don’t know where the holdup is.

But, you know, from our standpoint, you know, a lot of the NTSB
recommendations that were included in the 2011 and 2016 acts are
not new recommendations. We have issued them for a number of
years, and there was no action. Fortunately, you took action, and
it is frustrating that now we don’t have final rulemakings.

And what concerns me most is having to go to an accident scene
and meet with a loved one who has lost a family member and have
to explain to them, you know, what we know about the accident
and what the NTSB’s process is while our investigators know full
well that something could have prevented that accident had it been
implemented.

Mr. LipIiNsKI. Thank you.

I want to ask Mr. Elliott, do you intend to implement all of
NTSB’s safety recommendations?

Mr. ELLiOoTT. Mr. Chairman, we have currently 20 open NTSB
recommendations. Ten of those are linked to rulemakings that we
are working through, and as has been alluded to earlier, three of
those are open and unacceptable.

I would reiterate Member Homendy’s comments. I think we have
a very strong working relationship with NTSB. Our staffs work
regularly to help work through those recommendations and to find
resolutions as quickly as possible. And at least at my time at
PHMSA, I think we have made some significant strides not only in
working more closely with the National Transportation Safety
Board but in bringing some of those recommendations to successful
conclusions.

Mr. LipiNski. Ms. Homendy, did you want to add anything else
before I close?

Ms. HOMENDY. I would just clarify that we have 24 open safety
recommendations.

And one thing that a lot of people do not know is that when we
issue a safety recommendation there may be another way that
PHMSA or the industry would like to address it and believe that
they could address the safety issue identified, and they can propose
an alternative. There have been recommendations that we have
issued to PHMSA where they did provide an acceptable alternative
and we were able to close that recommendation.

So we are eager to work with them. They sent us a letter yester-
day to clarify where they were on the various recommendations,
and we look forward to continuing the discussion.
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Mr. LipINSKI. Thank you. My time has expired.

I want to recognize Ranking Member Crawford for 5 minutes.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I just have one quick question for Administrator Elliott. How can
the rulemaking process be improved to ensure that safety regula-
tions are keeping up with technological advances?

Mr. ELLIOTT. Congressman, thank you for the question.

I think that, you know, one of the criticisms that PHMSA often
gets is the inability for our rulemaking process to stay current with
trends in innovation and technology, especially those where there
is emerging safety technology.

We work hard to try and ensure through our special permitting
process that we can bring a lot of this new, exploratory safety tech-
nology so that it can be tested and we can see whether or not it
can actually be included into the process within the regulations.

I do think there are probably some additional ways that we can
look to include emerging technology, especially safety technology
and innovation, and we continue to explore those ways to do that.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Thank you, Mr. Elliott.

Ms. Homendy, I want to ask a question about two of the Mem-
bers that presented testimony earlier today. What is the status of
the four urgent NTSB recommendations issued to NiSource in the
wake of the Merrimack Valley incident?

Ms. HoMENDY. That we issued for NiSource or for the Common-
wealth of Massachusetts? I am sorry.

Mr. CRAWFORD. NiSource.

Ms. HOMENDY. For NiSource, they are continuing to implement
our urgent recommendations, and we have communications from
the company updating us on the status.

Mr. CRAWFORD. OK.

When the NTSB develops safety recommendations, is there con-
sideration for who might ultimately bear the cost to implement
that recommendation?

Ms. HOMENDY. We do not consider cost. The NTSB’s mission is
safety. The regulator’s role is to consider cost-benefit analysis when
they are issuing regulations. But when it comes to the NTSB, our
mission is safety and preventing future tragedies and saving lives.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Thank you, ma’am. Appreciate it.

I yield back.

Mr. LiPINSKI. I now recognize Chairman DeFazio for 5 minutes.

Mr. DEFAz10. Thanks, Mr. Chairman.

Specifically, where are we on the leak detection rule, Mr. Admin-
istrator?

Mr. ELLIOTT. Chairman DeFazio, thank you for that question.

I have made comment on our progress on the liquid and gas rule
and the leak detection and automatic valve rule. We have com-
pleted our work with that, and it is currently undergoing internal
review at DOT. We think we have adequately prepared the notice
of proposed rulemaking, and we hope that we can publish that no-
tice of proposed rulemaking in the near future.

We recognize the importance of that rule. I think we realize that,
while the liquid safety rule and the gas safety rule accommodate
some of the concerns, that it really is the leak detection and the
valve rule is the one that we really need to pursue now.
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So, again, we have done our work on it and need to get the notice
of proposed rulemaking out so we can then pursue that to a final
rule.

Mr. DEFAZIO. So you have written an NPRM, a notice of pro-
posed rulemaking, and submitted it to DOT. To whom?

Mr. ELLiOTT. Well, it goes through, you know, quite an iteration
within DOT. There are a number of departments within the DOT
that review all of our rulemaking. And that is the process that it
is going through now.

Mr. DEFAZIO. But I thought the theory when Congress created
PHMSA—which used to be in DOT proper within the Secretary’s
office—that the idea was that you would have specific jurisdiction
and a very particular body of knowledge. Who at DOT is more
qualified than people at PHMSA to determine your NPRM?

Mr. ELriorT. Well, I would, Mr. Chairman, agree that there is
a great amount of skill and talent at PHMSA when it comes to the
pipeline rulemaking. But the process affords for others within the
Department to look at that rulemaking from their lenses and their
points of views to make sure that it conforms with their interests.

Mr. DEFAz10. “Their interests.” What are their interests? Are
their interests in moving forward quickly with this critical rule?
Are their interests in delaying the rule so that expenses won’t be
put upon the industry, and more people might die? What are their
interests?

Mr. ELLIOTT. Yeah, well, Mr. Chairman, I think their interests
are the same as mine, and that is safety. And I don’t think there
is any significant delay in moving this particular bill forward. I
think it is just going through its normal review process.

Mr. DEFAzIO. Well it is quite a number of years in the making.
It is a proposed rulemaking, which means it still has to go out for
public comment.

Maybe the people at DOT could comment after you. It seems like
an extra step here to me. The experts write the notice of proposed
rulemaking; then people who don’t have the expertise are review-
ing that rule.

And how long has it been there?

Mr. ELLIOTT. Well, I mean, it has been with PHMSA for many
years.

Mr. DEFAZIO. No, how long has it been over at DOT? How long
since you completed it?

Mr. ELLIOTT. It has probably been within the last 90 days.

Mr. DEFAz10. OK. When might we expect it out of there? Do they
work under timelines, or do things just disappear over there and
they come back when they come back?

Mr. ELLIOTT. Mr. Chairman, I can’t answer that question specifi-
cally, but I can assure you that I have regular dialogue with the
staff at the Department on the importance of moving these man-
dates and will continue to pursue that.

Mr. DEFAzIO. OK.

One other question. What is the current value of a human life?

Mr. ELLIOTT. You can’t put a value on human life.

Mr. DEFAz1o. Well, I remember years ago hearing testimony
when I was trying to get over-wing exit seats removed, and the reg-
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ulator actually had a very specific number that they put on the
value of a human life to determine cost-benefit analysis.

I am just curious, do you have such a rule as you do cost-benefit
analysis?

Mr. ELLioTT. Well, Mr. Chairman, as you know, we are required
to do the cost-benefit analysis, but, again, going back to your origi-
nal question, you can’t put a cost value on someone’s life.

And at PHMSA, each and every day, we focus on ensuring the
safety of energy products that move in the U.S. pipeline network.
We don’t focus on anything else but trying to make the Nation’s
pipeline system as safe as humanly possible.

Mr. DEFAZ10. But, at some point, you do apply some sort of anal-
ysis. So you say, this 30-inch pipeline, in order to put in leak detec-
tion, it is going to cost this much. What is the benefit side? How
do you calculate the benefit?

Mr. EvLLiOTT. Well, again, Mr. Chairman, I mean, all rules go
through a cost-benefit analysis

Mr. DEFAz10. Yeah, but I am just curious, what is the benefit?
Do we look at past explosions, like San Bruno, and how much that
cost, and then therefore that might be the leak detection benefit?
How do we calculate that?

Mr. ELLIOTT. Well, I am not sure of the specifics of the calcula-
tion, and I am pleased to work with you to provide more detailed
information on it.

Mr. DEFAZIO. Yeah.

Ms. Homendy—Mr. Chairman, if you would just indulge—do you
have any idea how that is done, given your past work on the com-
mittee and expertise?

Ms. HOMENDY. The last time I looked—and I agree with the Ad-
ministrator, you can’t put a value on life. But the DOT uses $9 mil-
%iondper life, is the last time I looked at the figures that they uti-
ized.

On the benefit side, I do believe they look at the accidents that
occurred, and they put a savings value on that. I am not sure how
they develop it.

Mr. DEFAzIO. OK. All right.

I would like a little more information, Mr. Administrator. That
would be useful.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. LipiNskI. Thank you.

The Chair will now recognize Mr. Bost for 5 minutes.

Mr. BosT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Elliott, in terms of the pipeline security, a lot of attention
has been focused on potential large-scale terrorist attacks on pipe-
line infrastructure. However, we also have noticed an uptick in
small-scale attacks, predominantly intended to disrupt but not to
totally destroy critical infrastructure. You know, this includes pipe-
}ines, utility transmission lines, fiberoptic cable, just to name a

ew.

But, in your opinion, are current laws sufficient to deter actions
that may disrupt pipeline operations?

And a followup to that: What are some of the potential safety
issues of seemingly minor acts that we see when vandalism occurs?

Mr. ELLIOTT. Congressman, thank you for that question.
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PHMSA is primarily, as you know, a safety organization, but it
is almost impossible in this day and age to separate safety from se-
curity. A safe operation is a secure operation, and, conversely, a se-
cure pipeline system is one that is safe.

We work very closely with the primary pipeline security organi-
zation, the Transportation Security Administration as well, more so
on cyber-related issues with the Department of Energy. I do think
that the coordination that we have with those primary security
agencies is good. We help provide some technical experience to
them about the Nation’s pipeline system, and they, in turn, help
us better understand the current threats both to physical and
cybersecurity.

I do believe that there is a concern, especially with what our in-
spectors see on a day-to-day basis, of the potential impacts of at-
tempts of vandalism of pipeline systems. There was one a few
months ago, fortunately unsuccessful. And I do know that our in-
spectors, on their regular inspection opportunities, they talk regu-
larly to the pipeline operators about the steps that they have in
place to help mitigate any security concerns.

Mr. BosT. So, then, if someone commits one of these acts—I
mean, I know if it is a terrorist act and there is a lot of damage
and everything like that. But what do we do and what kind of
charges do we get to put on people to discourage it from happening
in the future?

Because I think sometimes there are certain groups and organi-
zations that would prefer to do these things just to bring attention.
Even though we are trying to be as safe as possible, they know if
they mess it up that we will have problems as well.

Mr. ELvLIOTT. Right. Well, instances such as that, the operators
will normally provide that data to local law enforcement authorities
and even the FBI.

And, recently, we have had inquiries with regards to whether or
not we believe that the penalties that exist for, not so much kind
of the terrorist types of attacks, but more the negative impacts to
the pipeline system from demonstrators should be made more se-
vere, and we have provided opinion on that.

Mr. BosT. OK. Thank you.

So what challenges is the PHMSA facing in collecting data to as-
sess with the safety improvements and rulemaking?

Mr. ELLIOTT. Congressman, I think, actually, that the informa-
tion and the data that we collect from operators to help us improve
safety is adequate. I think the information that we get through the
collection of information through their integrity management sys-
tems, I think the information that we receive through work that
they do with some of their sophisticated in-line inspection helps us
to formulate several things. It helps us to formulate the need for
additional clarifications or rulemakings, but I think it also helps us
better inform our inspectors. And it also informs us to focus on
areas of greatest concern when we go out and inspect the regulated
pipeline entity.

Mr. BOST. So just one more question, because the concern I
have—so when it takes this long to go through the rulemaking
process, with technology changing as fast as it does, how in the
world will we be able to keep up with modifying our rules and
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changing the rules to keep up with the technology that actually
makes it safe?

Mr. ELLiOoTT. Right. Congressman, that is a valid concern, and it
is one that we hear quite often from industry. Because, as we all
know, the pace at which technology is improving is at a pretty
rapid pace, and some of the safety technology and innovation is ac-
tually quite impressive.

Today, our current vehicle for allowing that technology to come
into play, typically, not as part of a regulation, is through some
special permit processes that we have. At PHMSA, we are working
hard to make sure that we minimize that amount of time, but we
are also looking at the possibility of introducing some types of pilot
projects that will also allow some of this new safety technology to
come into play more quickly.

The concern that we have is that at PHMSA we need to be abso-
lutely sure that the technology works and will provide this kind of
step change in safety. And in order to do that, we need to see it
in actual application for a fair amount of time. But we are looking
at ways to see how we can expedite that so that we can get the
information we need then to allow it in general use.

Mr. BosT. Thank you very much.

And, Mr. Chairman, I yield back.

Mr. LIPINSKI. I now recognize Mrs. Craig for 5 minutes.

Mrs. CrAIG. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

On August 2, 2017, a building at the Minnehaha Academy in
Minneapolis, Minnesota, was destroyed by a natural gas explosion.
As a result, two Minnesotans were killed and nine were injured.
Unfortunately, we still don’t have much information about this
event.

Ms. Homendy, I understand the NTSB’s investigation is ongoing,
but can you provide any information about the Board’s processes
and when we may be able to learn more about this fatal incident?

Ms. HOMENDY. Thank you for the question.

We are in the process of preparing our brief, which is our final
report, and that should be out by the end of this fiscal year.

Shortly before that, we will open the public docket to provide
some information about the investigation that we have obtained.
That then becomes publicly available. At that time, I am happy to
come in and brief you and your staff to talk about what that infor-
mation is.

I did talk with our Office of Railroad, Pipeline, and Hazardous
Materials Investigations to see what types of issues the investiga-
tors are looking at. And four groups were formed as part of the in-
vestigation to look at pipeline operations, human performance, sur-
vival factors, and the emergency response to the pipeline accident.
In addition to that, materials; looking at testing of the pipeline;
and investigators are also looking at subcontractor oversight and
worker qualifications.

As our process moves forward, we are happy to come in and brief
you.

Mrs. CrRAIG. Thank you so much.

Just following up on that, the NTSB has long recommended that
the Department of Transportation, PHMSA, and PHMSA’s prede-
cessor examine the need for leak detection on pipelines and issue
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a regulation on this topic. Can you talk a little bit more about why
this is important?

Ms. HOMENDY. Leak detection is about response time. If you
have a leak that you don’t discover for a substantial amount of
time, you are going to end up with more damage, lives lost, people
injured, and communities severely affected.

If I look at some of the most recent incidents where we have in-
vestigated, you have PG&E, this latest one in San Francisco that
I was at, 2 hours to shut down the pipeline, and 95 minutes, 2
hours and 45 minutes at a previous one, and 9 hours before that.

And the one we conducted in Centreville, the pipeline operator
didn’t detect a leak for 2 full days and kept telling the emergency
responders there wasn’t a problem on the pipeline. We need to de-
tect leaks not only so that the operator can immediately respond
but that so emergency responders can respond.

And it is not just—you know, PHMSA does have performance
standards that they issue in their regulations. But it is not just
that these operators need to use leak detection systems—and it is
not just one; it may be many—but they also have to have perform-
ance standards, PHMSA has to issue performance standards for
leak detection.

For example, Alaska requires that all crude oil pipelines be
equipped with a leak detection system capable of promptly detect-
ing a leak of no more than 1 percent of daily throughput. That is
a performance standard that doesn’t exist in PHMSA regulations
right now.

And beyond just the leak detection systems themselves and the
performance standards, you have to have proper training for per-
sonnel, good corporate policy, sort of a safety management system
so you make sure everyone is properly trained and addresses the
problem.

Mrs. CralG. Just following up to that, Mr. Elliott, can you tell
uls Wl;at prevents you from having those performance standards in
place?

Mr. ELLIOTT. Congresswoman, thank you for the question.

You know, a number of the items that you made specific ref-
erence to on leak detection, again, are included in the mandates
that we are working to complete—the liquid rule as well as the
rupture detection and valve rule. We at PHMSA are working to
complete those and hope to have those out as final rules in the very
near future, and we think that will address many of the issues that
you make reference to.

S Mrs. Craig. Well, it can’t come soon enough for families in my
tate.

Mr. ELLIOTT. I understand.

Mrs. CRAIG. Thank you. I yield back.

Mr. LipiNsKI. The Chair now recognizes Mr. Spano for 5 minutes.

Mr. SpaNO. Thank you so much, Mr. Chairman.

Thank you for being here. Appreciate your testimony, Ms.
Homendy, Mr. Elliott.

Mr. Elliott, I have a couple questions for you, if I may. Much of
what we do in terms of making policy, much of what agencies do
in terms of their rulemaking decisions involves kind of a balancing
of cost and benefits and interests and so forth.
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I understand you engage in such an analysis in terms of your
rulemaking. Can you tell us about that process, give us some un-
derstanding, some detail to help us appreciate exactly what are the
factors you look at and how you make a determination in terms of
those costs and benefits?

Mr. ELLIOTT. Well, Congressman, thank you for the question.

All the rulemakings that we deal with will go through a cost-ben-
efit, a regulatory impact analysis, looking at a lot of different fac-
tors—basically, the past history of incidents and impacts, matching
that against the projected cost of the implementation of the rule.

I think it is important to identify that that is only one component
of our rulemaking process. I mean, the cost-benefit analysis is
something that we are required to do, but I really do think we
focus more on the overall safety benefits that the rules will bring
to the regulated community as well as the public.

We understand that, you know, most of the mandates that we
deal with have costs associated with them, and we recognize that
that cost is something that needs to be incurred so that we can
bring these safety regulations into play.

Mr. SpaNO. Thank you so much.

Of the various rulemakings currently in progress, how many
NTSB recommendations will be addressed?

Mr. ELLIOTT. Well, as Member Homendy corrected me, we have
24 open NTSB recommendations, and of the 24, 10 of those rec-
ommendations will be addressed in rulemakings that we are cur-
rently working on.

Mr. SPaNO. Ten of the twenty-four. Thank you.

And then one last question for you. What are the current policies
in place at PHMSA to address rupture detection in pipelines?

Mr. ELLIOTT. So, again, rupture detection is a topic that has been
brought up several times here today, Congressman, and it is one
that is very important to us. And I want to underscore what Mem-
ber Homendy said, because rupture detection and leak detection
really basically go to the ability to detect a problem and resolve it
before it turns into something serious.

But our rupture detection and automatic valve rule has, quite
honestly, languished behind two rules that we put ahead of it, the
liquid safety rule and the gas rule. And as has been mentioned be-
fore, we finished our work on the notice of proposed rulemaking.
We do intend to get that out to the public for comment very quick-
ly, and then we hope to expedite that to a final rule.

Mr. SPANO. So, just to clarify, are there any policies in place with
regard to rupture protection currently?

Mr. ELvLioTT. Well, certainly within our integrity management
requirements and existing Federal rules there are some that deal
with rupture detection programs, yes.

Mr. SpaNoO. OK. Thank you.

I yield back.

Mr. LipINSKI. The Chair now recognizes Mr. Lynch for 5 minutes.

Mr. LYNCH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

And I want to thank the witnesses as well.

Mr. Chairman, thank you, Chairman DeFazio as well, Ranking
Member Graves, and Ranking Member Crawford. Pipeline safety is
an incredibly important hearing.
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And I want to associate myself with the remarks of Mrs. Trahan
and Mr. Moulton, my colleagues from Massachusetts. And I cer-
tainly support their recommendations that we require licensed
technicians and engineers on site and we have adequate super-
visory staffing at all times—no waivers, no exceptions.

My own situation in my district—I have a couple of situations,
one in West Roxbury, Massachusetts. It is part of the city of Bos-
ton. We have a transfer from a low-pressure line, natural gas line,
to a high-pressure. I think it was 5 to 10 PSI before; now it is 50.

This is a thickly settled residential neighborhood. This particular
gas pipeline, constructed by Spectra Energy, goes through a gravel
quarry that is adjacent to this residential neighborhood. So they
are side-by-side. And there is active blasting, there is active blast-
ing going on in the quarry, next to the people’s homes, kids,
schools. Very densely settled residential neighborhood.

We tried mightily—the mayor, myself, elected officials—to get
Spectra to move that pipeline out of the blasting zone and onto a
major thoroughfare where it would not be proximate to residential
homes. We went into court several times.

The whole legal process here of trying to raise local safety con-
cerns in the context of the Natural Gas Act of 1938, that system
is impervious to local concerns. We have been in the court, and we
lose every time—lack of standing. We can’t get into that process.

The second situation I have is Weymouth, Massachusetts, an-
other heavily settled, thickly settled, densely settled residential
area. And I have a compressor station that they want to build
there. It is already an area that is heavily impacted by industrial
use. There are a couple of tank farms, things like that, right on the
coast, but the residential neighborhood is right there.

So how do we raise the safety concerns in the context of the Nat-
ural Gas Act of 1938? Because I have lost so many times in court
already. I can’t even get into the process. We get bounced out all
the time.

And I am afraid that what has happened in Merrimack Valley
is going to happen in one of my neighborhoods and we are going
to have a massive loss of life because the area is much more con-
centrated with young children and residences.

So, Mr. Elliott, if you want to take a crack at that, how do I pro-
tect my neighbors?

Mr. ELLiOTT. Well, Congressman, thank you very much for the
question.

And, you know, with regards to the compressor station at Wey-
mouth, you may recall that approximately a month or so ago we
had a conversation where——

Mr. LYNCH. Right.

Mr. ELLIOTT [continuing]. You have asked for assistance on help-
ing to set up a public meeting that will bring perhaps more points
of view to bear. And as I responded to you, we are happy to work
with you on that public meeting. That certainly is one way for us
to help better understand the circumstances that are ongoing up
there.

You know, of the 2.7 million miles of pipeline that exist today in
the United States, 80 percent of those are distribution pipeline sys-
tems such as you are talking about.
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I do think we have an extremely good working relationship with
our State partners. We continue to work to strengthen that. We
continue to work to strengthen their ability to provide adequate
oversight to State distribution networks

Mr. LYNCH. That is fair enough. I don’t want to use all my time
on this, but I am not having the same experience with FERC, OK?
And, you know, that is a major problem, because that is the adver-
sarial relationship we have here in trying to impact this.

Ms. Homendy, would you like to take a crack at that, in terms
of how we might raise the safety concerns of local neighborhoods?

Ms. HOMENDY. I think I would agree with the Administrator.
Public meetings are probably the best way you are going to be able
to have

Mr. LYNCH. We have had those, though, with FERC, and, you
know, they just blow us off and do what they are going to do any-
way. That is the problem here. So I appreciate the recommendation
that we have more meetings, but I have to get some stuff done.

Thank you. I yield back.

Mr. LipINSKI. The Chair now recognizes Mr. Stauber for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. STAUBER. Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Administrator Elliott, a couple questions.

How often do pipelines generally need to be replaced?

Mr. ELLIOTT. Congressman, thank you for the question.

I don’t think there is a specific number of years that you can
apply to that question. Operators, through a very rigorous integrity
management system, are responsible for ensuring the usable life of
their systems.

And understand, as well, I think it is probably fair to say that
there is quite a bit of difference when you talk about the different
types of pipelines. Is it liquid? Is it gas? And is it transmission line,
or is it a distribution system line?

And as we have been talking about for many years, many of the
Nation’s distribution lines, those that typically are still of cast iron
or bare steel, provide some of the greatest concerns. We are happy
that there are 21 States today that have basically done away with
any old cast-iron distribution pipeline systems.

But we are continuing to try and find new ways to incentivize
the replacement of some of these aged distribution lines. We have
just introduced a bill that will allow for new plastic types of pipes
that we hope will kind of accelerate the replacement of distribution
pipelines.

But, again, going back to your basic question, it really is up to
the individual operator to identify and maintain the absolute safety
of their pipeline system.

Now, having said that, we have, for a long time, acknowledged
the importance of replacing aged pipeline, and we certainly under-
score and support those operators that have replacement plans.

Mr. STAUBER. And that leads to my next question. And do you
think that pipelines need to be replaced once they start to corrode?

Mr. ELLIOTT. Again, I think there are a number of factors there,
Congressman. I think as long as problems such as corrosion are de-
tected early in the process and that an operator can go and resolve
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that corrosion and do sufficient testing to ensure that the pipeline
is not compromised, I think that pipeline can stay in service.

I might also add that I think this is an area where we are seeing
some of the advancements in technology, especially in in-line in-
spection, that do a much better job of identifying early corrosion be-
fore it turns into a problem.

Mr. STAUBER. And I will say this. Enbridge line 3 runs through
my district. The pipeline runs from Canada through my district in
northern Minnesota to Superior, Wisconsin.

Enbridge is currently moving forward with a replacement plan
that will make line 3 even safer than it is right now. And I am
going to go over some safety measures that Enbridge takes on its
current pipelines and its future replacement.

Do you think anticorrosion coatings are important for safety?

Mr. ELL1OTT. Yes, I do.

Mr. STAUBER. Do you think pressure testing is important for
safety?

Mr. ELLIOTT. I think depending on the nature of the pipeline and
how it is used as part of an integrity management system, it can
be a useful tool, yes.

Mr. STAUBER. And do you think pipeline monitoring is important
for safety?

Mr. ELLIOTT. Monitoring can take a number of different terms,
but I think, again, as part of a company’s integrity management
system, they need to make sure that they are monitoring the abso-
lute health of that pipeline in such a way that they understand the
safety of the pipeline at all times.

Mr. STAUBER. And then do you think automatic shutoff valves
are important for safety?

Mr. ELLIOTT. I do believe that automatic shutoff valves are im-
portant. And I would hope that, as soon as we can continue to
move through with some of these mandates that we will afford ap-
propriate application of automatic shutoff valves, that we will see
an even safer pipeline system in this country.

Mr. STAUBER. Thank you.

And I agree with the important safety measures and steps that
Enbridge has been taking to make sure their pipeline remains safe.
And I also agree with you that pipelines need to be replaced from
time to time. You know, we can’t get wrapped up in political fights,
whether they need to be replaced or not.

And, you know, this project’s approval process with Enbridge re-
placement line 3 has been going on since 2014. They have all the
necessary permits from North Dakota, and they have the unani-
mous approval from Minnesota’s Public Utilities Commission. The
only thing holding the project up is State-level politics.

And in the name of safety, I support this project and other im-
portant pipeline projects like this that are centered around safety.

Mr. Chair, I yield back.

Mr. LipINSKI. The Chair will now recognize for 5 minutes Mr.
Sires.

Mr. SIRES. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for holding this hearing.

And thank you for being here today.

You know, I have sat in on a number of these hearings regarding
pipeline safety. And Directors come and Directors go, and they al-
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ways say the same thing: We have to insist on a higher level of
safety. We must complete outstanding congressional mandates.

Yet, from 1999 to 2018, nearly twofold increase in incidents,
which demonstrates to me that there is some sort of a gap there,
something is missing. How can we be insisting on all these safety
factors and we still have increases and increases? What is the gap?
What are we not doing?

And I am really concerned because I come from an area in New
Jersey, I think there is a pipe underneath every brick. I mean, it
is very congested. There are a lot of old pipes. I don’t even think
people know where some of these pipes go. And we are constantly
having incidents where people keep breaking into the pipes and,
you know, there is an incident.

So, Director, how did we get a twofold increase?

Mr. ELLioTT. Well, Congressman, thank you for the question,
and I absolutely appreciate your concern. And having spent many
years working up in northern New Jersey, I understand your per-
spective with regards to pipeline.

First of all, you have my assurance that, at least in my time as
the Administrator at PHMSA, that I will do everything possible to
make sure that the men and women at PHMSA work hard every
day to improve pipeline safety. There is much more we can do, and
every day we discover new opportunities for safety that we really
work to try and pursue.

I do believe that, through a series of regulations, through inspec-
tions and enforcement and continued use of technology and innova-
tion to help drive safer pipelines, that we can close the gap that
you talk about.

Mr. SIRES. Are you insisting or are you making an effort or is
somebody making an effort to identify where these pipes are? Be-
cause I think that there are a lot of pipes around that have been
around a long time and I don’t even know if people know exactly
where they are.

And the other problem that we had, in the Edison issue that we
had, 1994, the firemen would not go into the fire because they
didn’t know what was there. So what have we done to make sure
that the safety of the firemen is guaranteed when they show up at
these incidents?

Ms. HOMENDY. Yes, Congressman, that is a big problem.

Right now, PHMSA has a National Pipeline Mapping System,
and we have some recommendations for improving the National
Pipeline Mapping System, including that they have to provide
where high-consequence areas are—these are high-population
areas and other areas—so emergency responders know where they
are.

There is also a problem on the identification, the accurate loca-
tion of that pipeline. Right now, in the pipeline mapping system,
it is give or take 500 feet. If you are a responder, that is a big deal.

And so what responders need—and you are going to hear from
the fire chief later today—is they need to know exactly where the
pipeline is. They need to know what is in it. They need to know
who the operator is. They need to have a relationship with that op-
erator.
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It is like me. I tell operators all the time, “If the first time you
meet me is on the scene of an accident, it is not going to be a good
day.” Firefighters need to work with operators and operators need
to work with firefighters so they can adequately plan for a poten-
tial incident.

They need to know not just what is in the pipeline but what the
worst-case scenario discharge is going to be if there is an incident.
They need proper training. They need equipment. And in order to
get training, fire departments need to have funding to backfill that
position so that people can go get that training.

Mr. SIRES. We have so many communities in New Jersey. We
have 561 communities, I think. And I think every community
should know exactly what goes through their community so they
can find it if there is an incident. And I don’t know if that is hap-
pening.

Ms. HOMENDY. That is not a requirement.

Mr. SIRES. What is not a requirement?

Ms. HOMENDY. That communities are not informed—I mean,
there is some pipeline education and an awareness program that
is required under PHMSA regulations, and I am sure the Adminis-
trator can talk about that. And so some information does go out to
the community about what is operating. But the specific informa-
tion, like how much and what exactly, people won’t know that in
real-time. But——

Mr. ELLIOTT. And, Congressman, if I may—and, again, I want to
underscore Member Homendy’s concern. I mean, prior to coming to
PHMSA, my 40 years in the railroad had a long history in your
State of New Jersey of working with emergency responders to pro-
vide real-time information about the commodities that are moving
through those 500-plus communities in northern New Jersey where
railroads operate. And I think the same is true of what we need
to do in the Nation’s pipeline community. I think it is a topic that
we need to address more fully.

But, certainly, anything that we can do to help ensure the safety
of America’s emergency responders with regards to response to
pipeline or other surface hazardous-material-type incidents, we
need to be working on collaboratively to do that.

Mr. SIRES. My time is up. Thank you very much.

Mr. LipINSKI. The Chair now recognizes for 5 minutes Mr. Pence.

Mr. PENCE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Thank you, Mr. Elliott and Ms. Homendy.

Let me start out by saying that protecting life is priceless. I
would like to ask a couple of questions kind of going off what Con-
gressman Stauber was asking about the monitoring and things like
that.

Leak detection in pipelines have been around for a long time,
both for economic and safety reasons. Has anything occurred in the
systems, in specifically the monitoring system, that warrants faster
upgrades? Is it age, material of, as you mentioned, the iron pipes,
material deterioration or ground shifts, as was mentioned earlier?

Mr. ELLioTT. Well, Congressman, at least from the perspective
that I have, I think there has been some significant improvement
in overall leak detection.
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We know, historically, that small-leak incidents will continue to
be—until technology avails itself, will always be something that
will be more difficult to detect. But I think what I have seen, at
least in my time at PHMSA, and understanding more some of the
control room technology, is kind of this increase in technology that
allows for a quick and prompt identification of more significant re-
leases that will have more of a negative impact to the environment
and to human life. And that is something that our inspectors re-
view regularly.

I think there is always more that can be done to improve leak
detection capabilities, especially for those smaller leaks. And I
think that it is important for us to pursue some of the mandates
that Congress have given us in order to put some of those meas-
ures into place.

Ms. HOMENDY. I would just add, more important than leak detec-
tion—because, certainly, you want to detect a leak when it occurs,
even the small leaks, and there are different technologies, and it
is not just using one technology, it is using many technologies and
choosing the right one, but—is how you inspect your pipeline to en-
sure that there isn’t a leak.

And there are different ways of inspecting pipelines. Pipeline op-
erators use in-line inspection technologies like sensing technologies,
using smart pigs. They use pressure testing like hydrostatic test-
ing. Direct assessment is really where they get in and they exca-
vate and look at a pipeline. And they use other technologies like
fiberoptics.

The one recommendation that the NTSB has for PHMSA to im-
plement is prohibiting the use of direct assessment as the sole
method of inspection.

Because when you are excavating a pipeline and you are con-
ducting direct assessment, you have already sensed there is a prob-
lem in that line, and you are excavating for that specific problem
:cihat you may have identified to try to look at it and maybe reme-

iate it.

But when you are using maybe in-line inspection or hydrostatic
testing, which is a much more comprehensive way of testing, you
are not just finding things that you are looking for, you are finding
things that you are not looking for and you didn’t expect to find.
And that is where you can take proactive measures to prevent a
leak before it even occurs.

Mr. PENCE. Thank you.

One other question. How will the recent MOU between PHMSA
and FERC improve pipeline and facility safety while encouraging
our energy security?

Mr. ELLIOTT. Congressman, thank you for the question.

Understandably, there has been an increase in the number of ap-
plications for LNG facilities, especially, as we work to become more
of an exporter of this energy product.

PHMSA, last October, completed a memorandum of under-
standing with the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission to assist
in their review of these applications. And the memorandum of un-
derstanding basically allows PHMSA to apply its safety review of
all of these LNG applications and then, once a determination is
made, send that determination over to FERC, the Federal Energy
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Regulatory Commission, so that they can complete their application
and permitting process.

And we do believe, at least in our discussions with our colleagues
at FERC, that this will significantly reduce the amount of time
that it will take to approve an application for LNG facilities. And
I think rightfully so, it gives PHMSA the ability to oversee a proc-
ess that they are very good at with some of our very talented LNG
experts, and that is the safety of these sites.

Mr. PENCE. Thank you, Mr. Chair. I yield my time.

Mr. LiPINSKI. The Chair will now recognize Mr. Malinowski for
5 minutes.

Mr. MALINOWSKI. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

This issue really hits home in my district in New Jersey because
we have a new natural gas pipeline that has been proposed to be
built, the PennEast pipeline, which is supposed to begin in Penn-
sylvania, run through a rural part of my congressional district,
chiefly through Hunterdon County, New Jersey. It is a pipeline
that will run through people’s front yards and backyards, through
farmland.

I have never seen an issue, in my short time in politics, that is
more unifying to members of my community. They are all against
it, for a whole range of reasons—concerned about impact on the en-
vironment, a desire not to give up farmland and property in which
they have invested years of their lives.

But setting all of those issues aside, there is also the question
of safety. I have stood on people’s front porches who have shown
me pipeline route that will be running within feet of their homes.
And given all of the accidents that have happened around the coun-
try, they are naturally concerned.

I know we have covered some of this, but I just want to ask you,
Ms. Homendy, given all of the safety recommendations that have
not yet been fully implemented, what would you say if you were
standing with me on the front porch of one of my constituents who
is facing the potential of a pipeline running through their front
yard or backyard, what would you say are the essential steps that
would have to be taken by a company building a new pipeline so
that you could join me in telling them that, setting aside all those
other concerns, at the very least, their families will be safe? What
would be your specific checklist?

Ms. HOMENDY. Well, the checklist would obviously be that they
have to comply with existing standards. But then we have a num-
ber of other ones that we have recommended: automatic shutoff
valves, proper leak detection, proper inspection, repair of pipelines,
and, frankly, strengthening the integrity management program. We
have identified some significant issues with some recent pipeline
accidents where pipeline operators’ integrity management program
is not as sufficient as it should be.

And integrity management is really how they conduct inspection,
how they determine where their high-consequence areas are, how
they determine their threats and the risk to the pipeline. If they
just look at what has happened over the last couple years and not
really much broadly, they may determine that it is a different
threat.
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But I am going to be honest with you. At the beginning of my
testimony, I said pipelines are one of the safest modes of transpor-
tation, but you can’t guarantee there will never be an accident. And
when an accident occurs, it can be tragic. The best we can do is
continue to advocate for safer and safer systems.

And while the NTSB does not have a role in the planning or the
permitting of a new pipeline, we do urge adoption of our existing
and future safety recommendations to ensure pipeline safety.

Mr. MALINOWSKI. Thank you.

And in the case of a new pipeline—and, again, I understand that
is not formally your role, but would your office be willing to work
with ours to look at plans for a new pipeline and advise us as to
whether they live up to the highest standards that you are recom-
mending?

Ms. HOMENDY. We are always willing to work with your office
and provide information where we are able. I am happy to meet
with you and meet with your staff as well.

Mr. MALINOWSKI. Thank you so much.

I yield back.

Mr. LipINSKI. The Chair now recognizes Mr. Davis for 5 minutes.

Mr. Davis. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

And thank you to the witnesses.

I will start with Mr. Elliott.

Back in my district, I recently heard from a constituent regard-
ing a shallow pipe buried under his farmland. Central Illinois has
some of the best farmland in the country, so it is no surprise my
constituent was concerned with his inability to farm the land above
and surrounding the pipe.

My question for you is, are there any gaps in current legislation
regarding shallow pipes that we can address in the upcoming reau-
thorization? And, additionally, can we do anything to better the
process by which landowners and pipe owners settle such disputes?

Mr. ELLIOTT. Congressman, thank you for the question. I will an-
swer the second part of your question first.

I do think one of the most important aspects of pipeline construc-
tion is the interaction that goes on between the landowner and the
pipeline company to ensure that what is being installed is, first of
all, being installed in a very safe fashion and allows certain appro-
priate uses of that land once the installation has been made. I
think that is something that can always be addressed further with
the pipeline operating companies.

With regards to your first question, I am not specifically aware
of the specifics of the depth of pipeline. But with regards to your
comment about is that something that might be addressed in reau-
thorization, I am happy to work with your office on thoughts and
ideas on that.

Mr. Davis. Well, great. Thank you very much for your time.

And hello, Ms. Homendy. How are you?

Ms. HOMENDY. Hello, sir. It is good to see you.

Mr. DAvis. You know, it is great to have you on that side of the
table.

Ms. HOMENDY. It is very different.
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Mr. DAvis. Oh, I am sure it is. I am sure it is. I mean, I hope
you enjoy your new job. I didn’t know you would have to come back
so soon and face Chairman DeFazio once again.

Ms. HoMENDY. Well, if there was going to be a hearing that I
was going to testify at, this would have been the one. Thank you
so much.

Mr. Davis. Well, I made sure I did not leave before I got a
chance to question you today.

Ms. HOMENDY. Oh, perfect. I hope it is an easy question.

Mr. DaAvis. Well, of course. Well, you know, as a former staffer
myself, I can appreciate, you know, you going to that side and com-
ing to face us once again. And we have a history together. It is
great to have worked with you in your last capacity. And I know
it is not easy working with Chairman DeFazio and Chairman Li-
pinski, but they are good people.

So I wanted to ask you——

Mr. LiPINSKI. The gentleman’s time is up.

Mr. DAvis. Well, my clock says something different, Mr. Chair-
man.

Ms. HOMENDY. No comment.

Mr. DAvis. You know, I didn’t have a specific question for you,
so I texted a good friend of mine to get a question. And that was
our former colleague, Mr. Capuano. And I know you are surprised
that Mr. Capuano got back to me.

So the question that he wanted me to ask you is, how much do
you miss working with him?

Ms. HOMENDY. I mostly miss the outfits he wore, specifically the
short-sleeve shirts under the nice jackets. No, I mean, he was
amazing.

Mr. Davis. Lipinski has one on today.

Ms. HOMENDY. He was fantastic to work with. And I very much
miss him and his accent.

Mr. Davis. Well, yes, you both have accents. Yes, you do. He
wanted me to wish you well and congratulate you.

And I texted my wife, Shannon, who you know, and she wanted
to offer her congratulations too. And we are very proud of you and
look forward to working with you, Jen.

Thanks for putting up with my first questions. Next time you are
here, I am going to have some really detailed questions for you.

Ms. HOMENDY. I am excited because I am testifying next Tues-
day in front of your subcommittee, so I will anticipate those.

Mr. Davis. Oh, I can’t wait. Hey, congratulations. We will see
you then.

I yield back, Mr. Chair.

Mr. LipiNskI. OK, Mr. Davis. I am going to have to look into the
rules of what the chair can do about kicking members off of sub-
committees. And I do have sleeves.

I will now recognize Mrs. Fletcher for 5 minutes.

Mrs. FLETCHER. Thank you, Chairman Lipinski. Thank you for
holding this hearing, and to Ranking Member Crawford as well.

And thank you to the witnesses for taking time to testify.

This committee has talked a lot about what it means to build a
modern infrastructure and what we need to do to have one for the
next century. And many know that our Nation’s roads and bridges
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are in dire need of investment and updating, but we also know that
infrastructure isn’t just roads and bridges and that pipelines make
the modern world we live in possible.

If you live in my district, in Houston, you live near a pipeline.
And that is true across the country. And pipelines are really un-
seen infrastructure, but they stretch from coast to coast and espe-
cially to the gulf coast, where I live.

There are 2.6 million miles of paved roads in the United States,
and there are more than 2.5 million miles of pipeline in the United
States. And people, when I talk to them, are surprised to hear that,
but it is true. It is just as important. And I think that the empha-
sis on addressing our pipeline needs in this hearing and on this
committee is incredibly important.

Thanks to the recent energy renaissance in shale extraction, our
domestic outlook has shifted dramatically. And as we just heard a
little bit about the MOU, facilities originally designed to import
liquified natural gas are now massive export facilities, and U.S.
producers are expected to dominate the market.

These radical changes have occurred throughout the industry,
but the rules and regulations have not kept pace, and we need
them to. I look forward to hearing both from administration offi-
cials today and from industry and safety advocates on the oppor-
tunity for improvements to our current system.

And my questions for this portion of the hearing are really di-
rected to Administrator Elliott. We often hear about how PHMSA
needs more pipeline inspectors on staff, but I am curious about the
staffing needs for technical and rulemaking staff.

So my first question is, has a shortage in staffing among tech-
nical staff and those involved in the rulemaking process contrib-
uted to PHMSA’s slowness in issuing the rules prescribed by con-
gressional mandate that date back to 20117

Mr. ELLIOTT. Congresswoman, thank you for the question.

When I first became Administrator in October of 2017, you are
correct, we were facing a pretty significant staffing issue. I am
pleased to say that we have made some significant headway in
staffing of our technical staff, not only the technical staff, both on
the pipeline and hazmat side.

And sometimes when we talk about PHMSA we forget about the
surface hazmat side, that we have some highly capable people that
deal with the reactive materials and explosives and radioactive
components and pressure vessels. So there is a great amount of
technology on that side of the equation as well.

But we have made some significant strides in helping to close the
gap of bringing on, especially on the pipeline side, good-quality
technical folks. As you know, we are in competition, especially in
your district, of trying to bring on good-quality engineers that we
can turn into some of the best pipeline inspectors in this country.
But I think we, through some direct hiring capabilities we have,
through broadening our outreach to a wider array of colleges and
universities, I think we are closing that gap.

But I will tell you that I do think that the talent that we are
bringing on bring with them some great technical foundation. I
think perhaps what concerns me most is that we, like many busi-
nesses and many other Federal agencies, we are seeing a signifi-
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cant amount of our highly skilled, experienced staff reaching that
retirement eligibility age. And we are really working hard to try
and do the best we can to create a transfer of knowledge of that
information before it goes out the door.

So, on the technical side, I think we have identified not only how
to maintain our staffing but also to do as good a job as we can to
make sure that we transfer that technical knowledge.

On the rulemaking side, I will tell you this, my impression, that
I think we have a highly skilled staff on the rulemaking side. We
have made some changes in our rulemaking staff that makes it a
little bit more nimble and agile to kind of allow us to put resources
to both, either the pipeline or the hazmat side of the rulemaking,
depending where the surge is at the time.

But I think between the technical staff, the subject-matter ex-
perts that provide input into the rulemaking, I think the staff of
economists that we have that do the analysis, and then I think the
group of attorneys that also do that legal review that is required,
are all top-shelf, and I am really proud of the work that they do.

I think one of the first things I saw at PHMSA was how could
we make that rulemaking group be more efficient and effective.
Again, we try to now work as quickly as we can on our rulemaking
process to make sure that we complete our work and then before
we pass it off to others that have to review it as well.

Mrs. FLETCHER. I see that my time has expired, so thank you
very much.

I yield back.

Mr. LipINSKI. Thank you, Mrs. Fletcher.

Mr. LipINSKI. I will now recognize Mr. Allred for 5 minutes.

Mr. ALLRED. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

And thank you to the witnesses for being here today. I want to
welcome you, and I look forward to hearing your thoughts on how
we can enhance safety in our Nation’s pipeline network.

As a Texan—I represent Dallas—I am proud to be serving on
this subcommittee, as I understand the importance of the oil and
gas industry to our State’s economy. And the energy industry em-
ploys thousands of Texans, and across the State we are doing a lot
to power this country and also to make us an exporter now as well.

And T also understand the great importance of ensuring the safe
operation of pipelines and pipeline facilities. We have talked a lot
about that today, of course. Last year, there were several troubling
pipeline incidents in Texas, including one in Dallas, just outside of
my district.

Ms. Homendy, I understand the NTSB is currently investigating
a February 2018 natural gas explosion in Dallas, right outside my
district, that killed a 12-year-old girl and injured four others. Ac-
cording to the NTSB’s preliminary report, more than 300 resi-
dences were evacuated due to a number of gas pipeline leaks in
that neighborhood.

Can you walk me through what the investigation has found so
far and provide a timeline for when the NTSB will issue a final re-
port on the investigation?

Ms. HOMENDY. Sure. And I just want to extend our deepest con-
dolences to that family who, sadly, lost a 12-year-old and the re-
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maining four members were injured. As a mother of an 11-year-old,
I can’t imagine the pain and what they are experiencing.

But as you mentioned, the accident occurred on February 23,
2018. Our preliminary report was issued on March 23. It is still
under investigation.

Odor reports and activity by Atmos in the neighborhood indi-
cated that leaks were first detected almost 2 months prior to the
explosion. Atmos was performing work on pipelines just prior to
the incident.

While on scene, NTSB investigators identified three sections of
pipe which failed a pressure test. One was behind the residence
where the explosion occurred, and it had a circumferential crack in
the pipe.

Atmos has claimed in some recent articles that the rupture was
due to heavy rain and soil composition. So the NTSB contracted
with the Army Corps of Engineers to take soil samples and conduct
geological testing. We did that in San Bruno, as well, to rule out
seismic activity. The report on that from the Army Corps of Engi-
neers is due on April 30.

We intend to open the public docket on this incident at the end
of June and issue a report shortly thereafter. In general, we are
looking at pipeline operations, the adequacy of Atmos’s integrity
management program, human performance, their safety manage-
ment system if they had one, and the adequacy of emergency re-
sponse.

Mr. ALLRED. Well, thank you. And, you know, my wife and I just
had a baby as well, and, you know, I can’t imagine being in your
home and having that happen and losing a child like that.

There has been a lot of talk today about PHMSA’s
unimplemented safety provisions. And I am interested if there are
any specific provisions that you think would have prevented or re-
duced the likelihood of this particular incident.

Ms. HOMENDY. It is a great question. It is one that I can’t answer
yet because the investigation is still ongoing. But I can tell you
that our staff at the NTSB—I have only been there 7%% months,
but I have worked with the NTSB for many, many years, which is
why I wanted to go there. The staff is incredible.

So I will tell you that if there is a recommendation that needs
to be issued to ensure safety and address what occurred in Dallas,
it will be issued.

Mr. ALLRED. Well, thank you so much. And I appreciate your
comments.

I yield back.

Mr. LipINSKI. The Chair will now recognize Mr. Payne for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. PAYNE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you for holding
this timely hearing as well.

Let’s see. Mr. Elliott, my question has to do with what we are
doing to protect critical safety gaps. And my issue is around water
pipelines.

I am from New Jersey. It seems like the committee is dominated
by New Jerseyans. I am from New Jersey as well, from the city of
Newark. And we have a reservoir system up in the western part
of the State, which is pretty interesting because most of the water
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is moved by gravity, as opposed to pumping stations, because of
proximity in the mountains.

And so I am just very concerned about the safety of those pipe-
lines coming such a great distance. And I am concerned about that
because of my representation there in Newark. So, you know, given
my district’s reliance on, you know, this infrastructure, this pipe-
line, I want to make sure that it is safe and protected.

So what are you doing around water infrastructure in terms of
safety?

Mr. ELvLiorT. Well, Congressman, thank you for the question.
Having been a resident of New Jersey for 13 years, I know exactly
the infrastructure that you are talking about.

You know, PHMSA does not have oversight over water pipeline
systems, but, certainly, where multiple pipelines come into close
proximity, there is always a concern for safety.

But to perhaps address on the more broader question about what
are we doing to enhance safety, I think from the point of view, at
least, from the State of New Jersey, several things I can talk to.

You know, first of all, with regards to PHMSA oversight of trans-
mission lines in the State, we have an office in Trenton, and the
inspection staff there is responsible for working with transmission
pipeline operators in the State to inspect any new construction but
also to oversee maintenance and operations of their pipeline sys-
tems to ensure the safety and the integrity.

Of course, in New Jersey, as I had mentioned earlier, 80 percent
of the Nation’s pipeline is part of a distribution network that is, for
all intents and purposes, overseen by State regulators. We do have
a responsibility there too. And while most State pipeline offices do
a very good job of overseeing intrastate pipeline, we do have a re-
sponsibility to work with them to make sure that the work that
they do helps comply with at least the minimum Federal standards
that we put into place.

So it 1s kind of a tag-team approach between what PHMSA can
do with transmission lines and the State oversight on some of the
distribution networks. Our intent is to make sure that all opera-
tors, whether or not it is a distribution system or a transmission
line, comply with the regulations and ensure the safety of their op-
erations for the good people of New Jersey.

Mr. PAYNE. OK. Well, thank you. And I apologize for trying to
give you responsibility of that area as well. So thank you, though.

Mr. EvrLiorT. Well, as long as it doesn’t come with more man-
dates that I would get in trouble for.

Mr. PAYNE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I will yield back.

Mr. LipINSKI. The Chair will now recognize Mr. DeSaulnier for
5 minutes.

Mr. DESAULNIER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Elliott, I want to ask you about changes to PHMSA after the
2010 San Bruno explosion in northern California. I appreciate you
coming into the office and meeting with me given the number of
hazardous material sites in my district in northern California.

But when this incident happened, the incident lasted for 95 min-
utes. NTSB came back and said that that was a contributing factor
to the fact that 70 homes were lost and 8 people’s lives were lost.
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It is a continuing concern. Certainly, we have our own unique seis-
mic issues we have to deal with in California.

But I wanted you to give the committee an update as to imple-
mentation of the direction from Congress after that incident in
terms of automatic valves and remote control shutoffs.

Mr. ELLIOTT. Well, Congressman, thank you for your time the
other day, and I was quite interested to learn more about the dis-
trict and some of the challenges you face there.

You know, it was September of 2010 when San Bruno occurred,
and I believe there were eight fatalities. And terrible tragedies like
that should not occur under any circumstances.

Earlier today, I spoke of, based on questions that I heard from
members of the subcommittee, about progress in our rupture detec-
tion and automatic valve rule, which, quite frankly, has languished
behind several of the other pipeline rules that we had been work-
ing on, one on pipeline liquid safety and one on gas safety.

A lot of what you are talking about from the incident at San
Bruno we hope to resolve with the rupture detection and automatic
valve rule that is in the notice-of-proposed-rulemaking stage. We
hope to have that out for public comment very shortly. And then,
once we can see the responses back from that, we hope to move
that to a final rule.

We know we have some work to do there. We know that the
specter of the incident in San Bruno is still something that we talk
about quite often at PHMSA and our need to do more to make sure
that we never have a repeat of an incident like that.

Mr. DESAULNIER. I appreciate that.

And coming from a district that has the largest geographic and
population density of hazardous material sites, as I explained to
you, with four refineries in an urbanized area, it is not unlike
Philadelphia or these urbanized areas where, generally, we do a
very good job. But all it takes is that one incident. And, certainly,
for the people affected, you can’t explain our inability to provide
these kind of remedies.

For NTSB, have there been other incidents, Ms. Homendy? And
I am sorry I wasn’t hear for Mr. Davis’s dialogue. And I will be
happy to text Mr. Capuano if you would like. But could you give
us any information, have there been other incidents where these
type of remote control valves or automatic shutoffs would have
helped in incidents since the San Bruno one?

Ms. HOMENDY. There have been many incidents where they
would have. I mean, we have, in general, an issue with pipelines
being shut down promptly once an incident occurs and, actually,
the operator knowing about the problem.

With PG&E, we had an incident not too long ago where, you
know, it was 2 hours to shut down the pipeline. And this one, it
was 95 minutes. And we did find that it severely hindered emer-
gency response operations because of the lack of shutoff valves and
also a lack of appropriate training for pipeline personnel, who had
gone and didn’t know how to deal with the manual valves.

But, in other instances, you have prior PG&E incidents where it
took them 2 hours and 45 minutes to shut it down, or 9 hours, or
you had a Centreville, Virginia, incident which was 2 hours. And
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then, certainly, in the Enbridge pipeline incident in Marshall,
Michigan, that was 17 hours.

So I think the history on pipeline accidents is we need to be able
to detect a leak properly and then to shut down the pipeline. And,
you know, automatic and remote shutoff valves sort of take the
human out of the equation.

I will say the recent Merrimack Valley incident, where you had
manual valves—and while Columbia Gas was able to shut down
the regulator station within 3 hours, they were not able to turn off
the gas for 3 hours. So that also contributes to significant issues.

Mr. DESAULNIER. It would be helpful for me and, I assume, the
committee, any kind of updates you could provide on a timeline.
Because it is certainly urgent for those of us who live in these
areas with urban areas and the high concentration of pipelines.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I yield back.

Mr. LipINSKI. The Chair will now recognize the vice chair of the
full committee, Mr. Carbajal, for 5 minutes.

Mr. CARBAJAL. Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Administrator Elliott, thank you for coming before our committee
to discuss pipeline safety.

This is a particularly important issue for my constituents on the
central coast of California. From the 1969 Santa Barbara oil spill
to the 2015 Plains All American Pipeline oil spill at Refugio Beach,
we have seen the damage oil spills inflict on our communities and
local economies.

In 2011, the House worked in a bipartisan way to pass the Pipe-
line Safety Act. This law, which passed the House unanimously, di-
rected PHMSA to update and strengthen key pipeline safety stand-
ards. Today, 8 years after the enactment of the Pipeline Safety Act
of 2011, rulemakings related to leak detection and emergency shut-
off valves are still not finalized.

While it is my understanding that a notice of proposed rule-
making is finally on the way later this summer, this was after an
8-year delay and after much advocacy. Clearly unacceptable.

And I know your service just started in 2017, but you become the
spokesperson to address these issues today. So let me ask you, why
has this taken so long?

Mr. ErvLiorT. Well, Congressman, thank you for the question.
And I share your concerns about the length of time that it has
taken to move these rules through. And I appreciate your comment
about my adoption of things that might have happened or didn’t
get done prior to my time coming on as Administrator.

I think there are several factors that came into play. With the
determination after this subcommittee—when I testified before this
subcommittee last June, I had to go back and make some decisions
about what rules do we want to focus on first. And while I think
we have an extremely capable rulemaking staff, it still has limited
resources. And I honestly think they are working the best they can.

But I went back and I focused on the rules with that team that
I thought would have the greatest impact to safety the quickest.
And the two that we really focused on dealt with surface hazmat
transportation issues—one dealing with response to major rail inci-
dents, should they occur, with petroleum crude oil; and the other
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with the safety of lithium ion batteries, removing cargo-type lith-
ium ion batteries from passenger commercial airlines.

And once that work was done, then we really did turn our atten-
tion back to these important pipeline mandates. And kind of the
order that they came in was the safety of liquid pipeline rule,
which we have completed our work and it is now at OMB, and we
are hoping that we have a quick turnaround there.

And then the second and perhaps the one that is more responsive
to you was the gas rule, which had been identified as the mega
rule, and ultimately what we did to help streamline that was to
break it into three parts. And the most important part, the part
that contains the mandates that were brought forward by Con-
gress, are the ones that we have now completed our work on, and
that is also going through internal review.

We do know we have work to do on

Mr. CARBAJAL. Thank you. I am going to stop you there because
I have a few more questions.

Have any of the administration’s Executive orders caused any
further delays on the implementation of safety rules?

Mr. ELLIOTT. I do not believe so. You know, we focus on moving
forward safety rules each and every day.

And I think a good example of a nonmandate safety rule that we
just recently published as a final rule is the plastic pipe rules. We
were looking for ways within PHMSA to help us incentivize re-
placement of the aging distribution pipe network. And we thought
this was one where new technology in plastic pipe construction
would allow us to do that.

Mr. CARBAJAL. Thank you.

And, lastly, what are some of the ways that we can reform the
PHMSA process to ensure we do not have these lengthy delays in
the future?

Mr. ELLIOTT. Well, Congressman, I mentioned earlier, I have
worked hard at PHMSA to make sure that our portion of the rule-
making process is as good as it can be, that when we have a rule
that we are moving, because it is one we have identified is nec-
essary for improving pipeline or hazardous material safety or it is
a mandate from Congress, that we work as quickly as possible to
complete our portion of that rulemaking.

We have done that through several ways: kind of just building
an additional sense of urgency in our rulemaking process; and the
second part, as I had mentioned earlier, kind of creating a more
streamlined internal pipeline and hazardous material rulemaking
process that allows us basically to utilize existing staff to the full-
est potential to make sure that we are moving those rules that
have the greatest impact.

Mr. CARBAJAL. Thank you.

Mr. Chair, I yield back.

Mr. Lipinski. Thank you.

I want to thank Administrator Elliott and Member Homendy for
their testimony today. There will be followup questions, I am sure,
from this hearing, and we will be calling on you further as we move
forward with this pipeline safety reauthorization bill.

So thank you very much for your testimony today.

Mr. ELLIOTT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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Ms. HOMENDY. Thank you.

Mr. LipINSKI. And I will call up the second panel.

I would like to welcome now our next panel of witnesses: Mr.
Carl Weimer, executive director of the Pipeline Safety Trust; Mr.
Andrew Black, president and CEO of the Association of Oil Pipe
Lines; Fire Chief Dan Eggleston, EFO, CFO, CMO, president and
chairman of the board, International Association of Fire Chiefs; Mr.
Richard Kuprewicz, president of Accufacts Inc.; Mr. Robin Rorick,
vice president of midstream and industry operations, American Pe-
troleum Institute; and Mr. Elgie Holstein, senior director for stra-
tegic planning, Environmental Defense Fund.

Thank you for being here today. I look forward to your testimony.

I ask unanimous consent that our witnesses’ full statements be
included in the record.

Without objection, so ordered.

And as with the previous panel, since your written testimony has
been made part of the record, the subcommittee will request that
you limit your oral testimony to 5 minutes.

So we will begin with Mr. Weimer. You are recognized.

TESTIMONY OF CARL WEIMER, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, PIPE-
LINE SAFETY TRUST; ANDREW J. BLACK, PRESIDENT AND
CEO, ASSOCIATION OF OIL PIPE LINES; FIRE CHIEF DAN
EGGLESTON, EFO, CFO, CMO, PRESIDENT AND CHAIRMAN
OF THE BOARD, INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF FIRE
CHIEFS; RICHARD B. KUPREWICZ, PRESIDENT, ACCUFACTS
INC.; ROBIN RORICK, VICE PRESIDENT OF MIDSTREAM AND
INDUSTRY OPERATIONS, AMERICAN PETROLEUM INSTI-
TUTE; AND ELGIE HOLSTEIN, SENIOR DIRECTOR FOR STRA-
TEGIC PLANNING, ENVIRONMENTAL DEFENSE FUND

Mr. WEIMER. Good afternoon, Chairman Lipinski and members
of the committee. Thank you for inviting me to speak about pipe-
line safety today.

Before we get into various pipeline safety issues, let me give you
a brief overview of where we stand today regarding the safety of
pipelines in this country.

While everyone testifying today supports the goal of zero inci-
dents, we still have a long way to go to reach that goal. According
to PHMSA data, since the PIPES Act was signed, less than 3 years
ago, there have been over 1,700 reportable pipeline failures. Of
those failures, nearly 800 are considered significant incidents
under PHMSA’s definitions, and the number of significant inci-
dents has been increasing over the past decade.

For the past 15 years, the emphasis in reducing pipeline inci-
dents has been focused on performance-based integrity manage-
ment programs. Unfortunately, it would appear that these integrity
management programs have not yet lived up to their promise, as
significant incident rates within high-consequence areas continue
to climb for hazardous liquid and gas transmission pipelines.

The pipeline safety system that Congress has created plays a
part in PHMSA'’s inability to get things done. One of the large bar-
riers to getting better regulations in place is the cost-versus-benefit
analysis that Congress has uniquely created for only PHMSA. With
a large pipeline system, where the probability of a failure is low
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but the consequence can be huge, it is nearly impossible to pass
regulations under the current cost-benefit rules.

If you are really interested in longstanding issues, such as effec-
tive leak detection, automated shutoff valves, and the regulation of
over 400,000 miles of unregulated gathering lines, then the cost-
benefit language in the statute needs to be fixed.

PHMSA’s penalty authority provided by Congress results in civil
penalties that are economically insignificant to many operators and
are much smaller than those imposed by some States. The wording
in the statute for criminal penalties also does not align with the
better wording for PHMSA’s hazmat operations and creates a very
high bar to prove. We have provided suggested changes to the stat-
ute that can give PHMSA more flexibility in penalty assessment
and the ability to bring criminal charges on companies in the rare
cases where that is warranted.

As currently written by Congress, the pipeline safety statutes do
not prohibit the release of gas or hazardous liquid from a pipeline.
Under current PHMSA rules and as determined by recent court
rulings, an operator can cause a significant incident without nec-
essarily having violated a safety regulation. In other words, under
PHMSA’s rules, an operator has to have a plan for operating and
testing their pipeline, but they don’t necessarily have to have a
plan that works. To close that loophole, we ask that you add lan-
guage to make clear that the intent of a statute is to avoid releases
of gas and hazardous liquids.

In the PIPES Act, Congress asked the GAO to produce important
reports on the integrity management program for both natural gas
and hazardous liquid pipelines after the new rules PHMSA has
been working on since 2010 are published. Since those rules have
yet to be published, it may be delayed further. These important re-
ports are not yet due.

The current integrity management rules have been in place for
over a decade, are well-understood, and NTSB has done a study on
its effectiveness. So we ask that Congress direct GAO to produce
these important reports as soon as possible instead of waiting for
the proposed rules.

Congress should also ignore industry calls for a relaxation of
class location rules because integrity management is in place until
these GAO reports are done and the number of incidents under in-
tegrity management shows a downward trend.

Also in the PIPES Act, Congress directed PHMSA to make it
clear that the Great Lakes, coastal beaches, and marine coastal wa-
ters are considered unusually sensitive areas. This mandate is yet
to be accomplished. The need to do this came as a surprise to us
since, clearly, these areas are unusually sensitive. We were also
surprised to learn that PHMSA does not currently have a way to
define and map all such areas.

Congress should ask GAO to do a study of whether PHMSA’s
definitions and identification of such areas, along with commer-
cially navigable waterways, are consistent with other environ-
mental regulations and whether PHMSA currently has GIS data
layers that allow the agency and industry to know where such
boundaries are and uses this data to ensure pipeline operators are
accurately identifying these areas.
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Congress should also mandate that such areas be made public so
State and local governments, along with the public, can ensure that
PHMSA and pipeline companies are correctly designating such im-
portant areas.

I see my time is about up, so I want to thank you again for invit-
ing me to testify today. And I am glad to answer any questions and
work with the committee as you move forward on reauthorization.

[Mr. Weimer’s prepared statement follows:]

——

Prepared Statement of Carl Weimer, Executive Director, Pipeline Safety
Trust

Good morning Chairman Lipinski, Ranking Member Crawford, and members of
the committee. Thank you for inviting me to speak today on the important subject
of pipeline safety. My name is Carl Weimer and I am the Executive Director of the
Pipeline Safety Trust.

The Pipeline Safety Trust came into being after a pipeline disaster nearly twenty
years ago—the 1999 Olympic Pipeline tragedy in Bellingham, Washington that left
three young people dead, wiped out every living thing in a beautiful salmon stream,
and caused millions of dollars of economic disruption. While prosecuting that inci-
dent the U.S. Justice Department was so aghast at the way the pipeline company
had operated and maintained its pipeline, and equally aghast at the lack of over-
sight from federal regulators, that they asked the federal courts to set aside money
from the settlement of that case to create the Pipeline Safety Trust as an inde-
pendent national watchdog organization over both the industry and the regulators.

After the Bellingham tragedy our community, from the local level to our congres-
sional delegation, all joined in the effort to ensure that a tragedy like that would
“never happen again, anywhere.” Unfortunately many tragedies have occurred since
then, some of them worse than Bellingham, and after each tragedy the people in
those affected communities try to find a way to ensure it will “never happen again,
anywhere.” So here I am again today, nearly twenty years after my first testimony,
representing all those communities and all those people searching for a way to pre-
vent tragedies so they never happen again. We hope you will continue to work to-
gether in a bipartisan way to help us finally accomplish this.

Today I would like to focus my testimony on:

e An overview of the safety of the current pipeline system in this country

e Needed Improvements to the Statutes that Cover Pipeline Safety

. gemove redundant and excessive Cost-Benefit Requirements Under 49 USC

60102
Civil and Criminal Penalties under § 60122 and § 60123
Need for Mandamus Clause under § 60121
Clarify that reportable unintended releases are prohibited under § 60118
Ensure PHMSA follows the intent of reporting under §60102
Clarify and increase authorized appropriations under § 60125
. Other Still Needed Improvements

f{equlre minimum standards for over 435,000 miles of natural gas gathering
ines

e Performance standards for hazardous liquid leak detection, and gas trans-

mission rupture detection

¢ Requirements for automated remote shut-off valve placement and perform-

ance requirements on transmission pipelines.

. Pi}l)eline Segments that cross rivers are not sufficiently protected by existing

rules

o Address shortcomings in the way PHMSA defines and addresses Unusually

Sensitive Areas for hazardous liquid pipelines

¢ Reduction in Methane Emissions from Gas Pipelines
e Hopeful Initiatives in the Works

o Safety Management Systems

e Voluntary Information Sharing System for Pipelines

Overview of the Safety of the Current Pipeline System

Before we get too far into various pipeline safety programs I want to provide in-
formation regarding how well the current system is providing for safety. While ev-
eryone testifying today supports the goal of zero incidents, we still have a long way
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to go to reach that goal. According to data provided by the pipeline industry to
PHMSA, in just the years since the President signed the PIPES ACT of 2016, there
have been over 1700 reportable pipeline incidents. Of those incidents over 775 are
considered Significant Incidents under PHMSA'’s definitions. That amounts to an av-
erage of over 20 significant pipeline failures every month since PHMSA’s pipeline
safety program was last reauthorized. Even more concerning than the raw number
of failures is that while we have all been saying the goal is zero incidents the num-
ber of significant incidents including all types of pipelines has been increasing over
the past decade according to PHMSA data (See graph), with the majority of that
increase attributable to hazardous liquid pipelines.

Significant Incidents - All Pipeline Types
Data Source: https://www.phmsa.dot.gov/data-and-statistics/pipeline/pipeli
incident-20-year-trends
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Also of concern is that for gas transmission and hazardous liquid pipelines over
65 percent of the significant failures in the past decade are from causes the opera-
tors ought to have control over such as corrosion, incorrect operations, equipment
failures, and problems with the materials they use and the welds they make. The
pie charts below, generated from PHMSA data !, demonstrate this problem.

Causes of Significant Incidents on Gas Causes of Significant Incidents on Hazardous
Transmission Pipelines 2009 - 2018 Liquid Pipelines 2009 - 2018

X

Over the past fifteen years much of the emphasis in reducing pipeline incidents
has been focused on Integrity Management efforts in High Consequence Areas. The
theory behind Integrity Management programs makes perfect sense—focus efforts
in those areas where the most harm to people and the environment may occur, work
hard to identify the risks in those areas, put into place programs to test for and

B All Other Causes
® Corrosion
Excavation Damage
“Incorrect Operation
= Material fWeld/Equip Failures
Matural Force Damage

= Other Outside Force Damage

1 https:/www.phmsa.dot.gov/data-and-statistics/pipeline/pipeline-incident-20-year-trends
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mitigate those risks, and implement a continuous improvement program to drive
down the number of failures.

Large Spills on Hazardous Liquid Pipelines per
10,000 HCA Miles

Failures on Gas Transmission Pipelines per 5000
HCA Miles
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Unfortunately, for hazardous liquid pipelines and gas transmission pipelines it
would appear that these integrity management programs have not yet lived up to
their promise as incident rates within High Consequence Areas continue to climb.
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These two graphs, generated from PHMSA’s Integrity Management Data2, dem-
onstrate this concern with current integrity management programs. Some in the in-
dustry argue that older, prescriptive class location rules can now be relaxed because
of the implementation of integrity management, but as the graphs above show it
is too early to go to a more performance-based integrity management system until
the industry can prove that integrity management works as it should.

Cost-Benefit Requirements Under 49 USC § 60102

The years since 2010 found us too often examining the failures that led to major
pipeline incidents: Marshall, Michigan; San Bruno, California; Allentown, Pennsyl-
vania; Sissonville, West Virginia; Harlem, New York; Mayflower, Arkansas; two
spills into the Yellowstone River, oil flowing into the ocean off Santa Barbara, and
too many more. Against that backdrop of incidents and Congressional directives,
NTSB and GAO recommendations, these years also provided a perfect example of
a broken regulatory process that left PHMSA incapable of producing a single major
new safety rule. There are many reasons the process is not working but chief among
them is the unique and onerous cost-benefit requirements that PHMSA finds itself
saddled with.

In 1996, a concerted Congressional effort was made to insert cost-benefit analysis
requirements into rulemaking requirements under a whole host of environmental
protection and health statutes, presumably as a way to reduce regulatory burden
and codify the requirements for regulatory cost benefit analyses put in place by
Presidents Reagan and Clinton in Executive Orders. Those Congressional efforts ul-
timately fell short of wide spread success because so many members of Congress re-
alized how such measures in the statute would provide a well funded industry a
strong litigation hook that would make it too easy to successfully challenge new reg-
ulations and nearly impossible to adequately protect people’s health and safety. The
1996 reauthorization of the pipeline safety program, based solely on timing, rep-
resents the only health and safety or environmental protection statute where such
an explicit directive to an administrative agency to base regulation of risk on a cost-
benefit test was actually inserted into statute.

PHMSA rulemaking is therefore subject to two sets of cost-benefit requirements—
one under the Pipeline Safety Act and one under the Executive Order that requires
an economic analysis of every major rule reviewed by OMB before being published
as a proposed rule and subject to comment. We urge you to put PHMSA’s rule-
making on an even playing field with all other agencies by amending 49 USC §
60102 to eliminate references to the risk assessment/cost-benefit analysis in
§60102(b)(2)(D) and (E); §60102(b)(3), (4), (5) and (6). PHMSA would remain subject
to the requirements of the Executive Orders requiring a cost benefit analysis of
major rules proposed by any agency, and the requirements for transparency in rule-
making provided by the existing statute and procedures.

A clear example of problems excessive cost benefit analysis can cause can be seen
in the lack of regulation of rural natural gas gathering lines. According to a recent
briefing from PHMSA 3 to the Gas Pipeline Advisory Committee they estimate that
there are over 438,000 miles of such gathering lines in the country falling outside
of any federal or state pipeline safety regulation. Many of these lines are the same
size and pressure as transmission pipelines, so pose the same risk. The regulation
of these lines has been one of our top priorities for years now, and it is now one
of the state regulators’ top priorities also. In 2010 the state regulators passed a res-
olution 4 that says in part:

WHEREAS: In the newer gas gathering systems, it is not uncom-
mon to find rural gas gathering pipelines up to 30” in diameter
and operating at a MAOP of 1480 ps:.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED: That NAPSR urge PHMSA
to modify 49 CFR Sections 192.8 and 192.9 to establish regulatory
requirements for gathering lines in Class 1 areas:

2Hazardous Liquid Integrity Management Performance Measures—https://www.
phmsa.dot.gov/pipeline/hazardous-liquid-integrity-management/hl-im-performance-measures
Gas Transmission Integrity Management Performance Measures—https://www.phmsa.dot.gov/
pipeline/gas-transmission-integrity-management/gt-im-performance-measures

3PHMSA Gas Pipeline Advisory Committee Meeting Pre-briefing, December 20, 2018—
https:/primis.phmsa.dot.gov/meetings/FilGet.mtg?fil=1028

4 http://www.napsr.org/SiteAssets/NAPSR-Resolutions-Open/201002%20Gas%20gathering
%201ine%20class%201%20Resolution.pdf
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Since these 438,000 miles of pipelines are completely unregulated no one collects
any information about their location, construction, size, pressure, risks, failure inci-
dents, etc. Since no regulator collects any information it is nearly impossible for
PHMSA to pass regulations because how can they quantify the required costs or
benefits? In a recent position paper on gathering lines? the industry claimed that
if PHMSA moved forward with a relatively weak gathering line rule it would cost
the industry 28 billion dollars. PHMSA finds itself in a no win situation based on
cost benefit requirements that effectively make it impossible to move forward on
needed rules without first going through years of costly information collection,
(which will also be opposed by industry), to be able to complete a cost benefit anal-
ysis. How, under this cost-benefit requirement in the statute can PHMSA, knowing
full well that the industry will challenge any such regulation, construct a rule that
protects people from a known risk?

Proposed fix for this problem—remove highlighted language

§ 60102. Purpose and general authority
(b) PRACTICABILITY AND SAFETY NEEDS STANDARDS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—A standard prescribed under subsection (a) shall be—
(A) practicable; and
(B) designed to meet the need for—
(i) gas pipeline safety, or safely transporting hazardous liquids, as appro-
priate; and
(ii) protecting the environment.
(2) FACTORS FOR CONSIDERATION.—When prescribing any standard under
this section or section 60101(b), 60103, 60108, 60109, 60110, or 60113, the
Secretary shall consider—
(A) relevant available—
(i) gas pipeline safety information;
(i) hazardous liquid pipeline safety information; and
(iii) environmental information;
(B) the appropriateness of the standard for the particular type of pipeline
transportation or facility;
(C) the reasonableness of the standard;
(D) based on a risk assessment, the reasonably identifiable or estimated beng
efits expected to result from implementation or compliance with the
standard;
(E) based on a risk assessment, the reasonably identifiable or estimated costs|
expected to result from implementation or compliance with the standard;
(F) comments and information received from the public; and
(G) the comments and recommendations of the Technical Pipeline Safety
Standards Committee, the Technical Hazardous Liquid Pipeline Safety
Standards Committee, or both, as appropriate.
(3) RISK ASSESSMENT.—In conducting a risk assessment referred to in subg
paragraphs (D) and (E) of paragraph (2), the Secretary shall
(A) identify the regulatory and nonregulatory options that the Secretary cong
sidered in prescribing a proposed standard;
(B) identify the costs and benefits associated with the proposed standard;
(C) include
(i) an explanation of the reasons for the selection of the proposed standar
in lieu of the other options identified; and|
(ii) with respect to each of those other options, a brief explanation of the|
reasons that the Secretary did not select the option; and
(D) identify technical data or other information upon which the risk assessg
ment information and proposed standard is based,
(4) REVIEW.
(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall
(i) submit any risk assessment information prepared under paragraph (3)
of this subsection to the Technical Pipeline Safety Standards Committee,
the Technical Hazardous Liquid Pipeline Safety Standards Committee,
or both, as appropriate; and
(i1)) make that risk assessment information available to the general public.
(B) PEER REVIEW PANELS.—The committees referred to in subparagraph
(A) shall serve as peer review panels to review risk assessment informaf
tion prepared under this section. Not later than 90 days after receiving

5Joint Position Paper, API & GPA Midstream Assoc.—https://www.regulations.gov/
document?D=PHMSA-2016-0136-0045
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risk assessment information for review pursuant to subparagraph (A),
each committee that receives that risk assessment information shall pre}
pare and submit to the Secretary a report that includes:
(i) an evaluation of the merit of the data and methods used; and
(ii) any recommended options relating to that risk assessment information
and the associated standard that the committee determines to be appro§
riate.

(C) REVIEW BY SECRETARY.—Not later than 90 days after receiving a reg

port submitted by a committee under subparagraph (B), the Secretary:
(i) shall review the report;
(i) shall provide a written response to the committee that is the author o
he report concerning all significant peer review comments and rec§
ommended alternatives contained in the report; and
(ii1)) may revise the risk assessment and the proposed standard before prog
mulgating the final standard.
(5) SECRETARIAL DECISIONMAKING.—Except where otherwise required b
statute, the Secretary shall propose or issue a standard under this Chapter
1 only upon a reasoned determination that the benefits of the intended|
standard justify its costs.
(6) EXCEPTIONS FROM APPLICATION.—The requirements of subparagraphs|
D) and (E) of paragraph (2) do not apply when:

(A) the standard is the product of a negotiated rulemaking, or other ruled
Imaking including the adoption of industry standards that receives no sigg
nificant adverse comment within 60 days of notice in the Federal Regg
ister;|

(B) based on a recommendation (in which three-fourths of the members votg

ing concur) by the Technical Pipeline Safety Standards Committee, the]
Technical Hazardous Liquid Pipeline Safety Standards Committee, o
both, as applicable, the Secretary waives the requirements; o
the Secretary finds, pursuant to section 553(b)(3)(B) of title 5, United|
States Code, that notice and public procedure are not required.|
(7) REPORT.—Not later than Marc , 2000, the Secretary shall transmit to
the Congress a report that—

(A) describes the implementation of the risk assessment requirements of this
section, including the extent to which those requirements have affected
regulatory decisionmaking and pipeline safety; and

(B) includes any recommendations that the Secretary determines would make
the risk assessment process conducted pursuant to the requirements
under this chapter a more effective means of assessing the benefits and
costs associated with alternative regulatory and nonregulatory options in
prescribing standards under the Federal pipeline safety regulatory pro-
gram under this chapter.

§ 60115. Technical safety standards committees

(a) ORGANIZATION.—The Technical Pipeline Safety Standards Committee and

the Technical Hazardous Liquid Pipeline Safety Standards Committee are commit-
tees in the Department of Transportation. The committees referred to in the pre-
ceding sentence shall serve as peer review committees for carrying out this chapter.
[Peer reviews conducted by the committees shall be treated for purposes of all Fedg
eral laws relating to risk assessment and peer review (including laws that take efg
fect after the date of the enactment of the Accountable Pipeline Safety and Partnerg
ship Act of 1996) as meeting any peer review requirements of such laws,|
OMPO ON AND APPOINTMEN

(C

N

(3) The members of each committee are appointed as follows:
(C) Two_of the individuals selected for each committee under paragraph
(3)(C) of this subsection must have education, background, or experience

selected for each committee under paragraph (3)(C) shall have education,

background or experlence in risk assessment and cost-benefit analysis.

ted
(3)(C) may not have a ﬁnanc1a1 interest in the pipeline, petroleum, or nat-
ural gas industries.
(¢c) COMMITTEE REPORTS ON PROPOSED STANDARDS.
(1) The Secretary shall give to—
(A) the Technical Pipeline Safety Standards Committee each standard pro-
posed under this chapter for trans ortln gas and for gas pipeline facili-
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(B) the Technical Hazardous Liquid Pipeline Safety Standards Committee
each standard proposed under this chapter for transporting hazardous
liquid and for hazardous liquid pipeline facilities FELEHNENATENEEISET-
and other analyses supporting each proposed stand-
ard.

(2) Not later than 90 days after receiving the proposed standard and supporting
analyses, the appropriate committee shall prepare and submit to the Sec-
retary a report on the technical feasibility, reasonableness, -
T and practicability of the proposed standard and include in the report
recommended actions. The Secretary shall publish each report, including
any recommended actions and minority views. The report if timely made is
part of the proceeding for prescribing the standard. The Secretary is not
bound by the conclusions of the committee. However, if the Secretary rejects

the conclusions of the committee, the Secretary shall publish the reasons.
(3) The Secretary may prescribe a standard after the end of the 90-day period.

Civil and Criminal Penalties under § 60122 and § 60123

The concern: PHMSA’s penalty authority, and the agency’s implementation of
that authority, results in civil penalties that are economically insignificant to opera-
tors, are significantly smaller than those imposed by some states, and are dispropor-
tionate to the harm inflicted by pipeline failures. The “hearings” referenced in the
statute regarding fines are normally secret, closed door affairs where no record of
what has occurred is available to the public, even though often proposed fines are
dramatically reduced after those hearings.

Background: From 2002 through 2018, the total amount of penalties collected
by PHMSA in completed civil penalty cases (from violations discovered in inspec-
tions or following incidents) is just over $56 million dollars combined.6 In that same
timeframe, the nearly eleven thousand reported pipeline incidents killed 249 people,
injured 1041 and caused property damage approaching $8 billion dollars.” Congress
increased PHMSA’s civil penalty authority in the 2011 reauthorization up to a cap
of $200,000 per violation and $2 million dollars for a related series of violations. In
spite of that increase, there has not been a corresponding increase in penalties pro-
posed or collected, suggesting that PHMSA remains reluctant to impose penalties.
In fact, some dramatic incidents, like the failure and explosion of a NiSource nat-
ural gas pipeline in Sissonville, WV (caused by corrosion) that destroyed a home and
a section of Interstate highway, have resulted in no civil penalties at all.

Some states, notably California, have dramatically increased their use of civil pen-
alties in the last decade, levying large fines like the one levied against PG&E fol-
lowing the San Bruno tragedy. The state regulator fined the utility $1.6 billion dol-
lars for violations related to the 2010 failure in San Bruno and has since fined the
utility additional millions relating to subsequent recordkeeping, reporting and other
violations. These large fines are possible because the California, and other state
statutes, do not have a limit on penalties for a related series of violations. Each day
in violation is subject to another penalty.

Fortunately it 1s very rare that a pipeline operator violates the regulations in a
way that would be considered criminal. Our organization, the Pipeline Safety Trust,
was born from one of those rare incidents where an operator’s actions were proven
to be so reckless as to kill members of the public and do uncounted environmental
harm. In that case the U.S. Justice Department under President Bush did an out-
standing job prosecuting that case, fining the company, and actually getting jail
time for company employees. There have only been a handful of other incidents
caused by such reckless behavior from pipeline companies since that case nearly 20
years ago, but it is important not to create barriers that make it difficult to hold
companies accountable when they knowingly or recklessly ignore the laws meant to
keep people safe. The current statute that applies to pipeline safety—Title 49 USC
§ 60123. Criminal Penalties—sets an unusually high bar for holding companies ac-
countable for criminal behavior. We ask that you align the pipeline safety rules
under PHMSA with the PHMSA rules for transportation of hazardous materials and
change §60123 to adopt the “willfully or recklessly” language from the Hazmat stat-
ute in Title 49 USC § 5124. Criminal Penalties.

While PHMSA maintains considerable discretion over when and how much to fine
a pipeline company, Congress should at least remove the barriers to adequate en-
forcement so the agency has the ability to send a message to a company when need

6 https:/primis.phmsa.dot.gov/comm/reports/enforce/CivilPenalty opid 0.html?nocache=
9634# TP 1 tab 3 (from 11/29/2018).
7 PHMSA, All Reported Incident Trends, (from 11/29/2018).
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be. Congress should also make sure the hearing process where final fines are deter-
mined is open to the public, that notice is provided, and that associated non-secu-
rity-sensitive information is also publicly available.

Recommendations: Eliminate the cap on civil penalties for “a related series of
violations,” make the hearings public, amend the penalty amount for LNG facilities
to a commensurate level with pipelines, and change the language for the standard
for criminal penalties to align with the hazardous materials rules. Direct the Sec-
retary to amend the agency’s regulations accordingly within 180 days.

Proposed Language to fix this problem

§ 60122, Civil penalties
(a) GENERAL PENALTIES.—

(1) A person that the Secretary of Transportation decides, after written notice
and an opportunity for a hearingl for which public notice and access
must be given], has violated section 60114(b), 60114(d), or 60118(a) of this
title or a regulation prescribed or order issued under this chapter is liable
to the United States Government for a civil penalty of not more than
$200,000 for each violation. A separate violation occurs for each day the vio-
JERA ) 0 eNata Il [ he maximum civil penalty under this paragraph for a reg
lated series of violations is $2,000,000.

(2) A person violating a standard or order under section 60103 or 60111 of this
title is liable to the Government for a civil penalty of not more than
[$200,0001 BN for each violation. A penalty under this paragraph may
be imposed in addition to penalties imposed under paragraph (1) of this sub-
section.

§ 60123. Criminal penalties

(a) GENERAL PENALTY.—A person knowingly[,] il willfully[, or recklesslyl
violating section 60114(b), 60118(a), or 60128 of this title or a regulation prescribed
or order issued under this chapter shall be fined under title 18, imprisoned for not
more than 5 years, or both.

The Need for a Mandamus Clause Under § 60121

Goal: Amend the federal Pipeline Safety Act to include a provision allowing ac-
tions for mandamus against the agency for failing to fulfill non-discretionary duties
under the Act.

Background: In 2015, the City of San Francisco, after witnessing the terrible
nearby tragedy in San Bruno, felt so strongly that PHMSA was failing to uphold
the statutory requirements and Congressional mandates under the Pipeline Safety
Act that they went to court to force PHMSA to do so. The Ninth Circuit Court of
Appeals, without addressing the merits of the case, dismissed the case with an opin-
ion holding that the Pipeline Safety Act does not provide the basis of a mandamus
action to force PHMSA to carry out a duty under the Act.8 The court relied, in part,
on the absence of any explicit mandamus remedy in the Actions By Private Persons
provision (49 USC 60121).

Recommendation: We believe that local and state governments, and others,
should be able to ask the courts to carry out what Congress has required of it in
the statutes. This is a common protection in many other laws. We urge Congress
to include the following language in this year’s reauthorization to close this loophole.

Section 60121 of title 49, United States Code, is amended by adding at the end
the following:

“(e) MANDAMUS.—A person may bring a civil action in an appro-
priate district court of the United States to compel the Secretary
to perform a nondiscretionary duty under this chapter that the
Secretary has failed to perform.”

The Need to Ensure that Unintended Releases are Prohibited Under §
60118

Background: As currently written the pipeline safety statutes do not expressly
prohibit the release of gas or hazardous liquid from a pipeline. That is, as the Fifth
Circuit found in a review of the PHMSA enforcement action following the 2013 spill
from the ExxonMobil Pegasus pipeline in Mayflower, Arkansas, an operator can

8City and County of San Francisco v United States Department of Transportation,
https:/www.transportation.gov/administrations/office-general-counsel/city-and-county-san-
francisco-v-dot
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cause a reportable incident, or even a significant incident, without necessarily hav-
ing violated a safety regulation. Because of the performance-based nature of many
of the PHMSA rules it is possible for a pipeline operator to have a plan of oper-
ations, or an integrity management plan, that meets all of PHMSA’s requirements,
but still allows releases to happen. In other words under PHMSA rules an operator
has to have a plan, but they don’t necessarily have to have a plan that works to
prevent releases. To close that loophole, we propose that language be added to re-
quire operators to avoid releases of gas or hazardous liquids in quantities that
would make them reportable incidents under PHMSA regulations. We propose that
this prohibition be inserted into 49 USC §60118, the general compliance and waiver
section of the statutes. This section is subject to enforcement by PHMSA under
§60122 or by the Attorney General under §60120. PHMSA would still maintain their
discretion of how to deal with such releases, but this additional language would
make it clear that the intent of the statute is to prohibit releases. This also aligns
with all the major pipeline industry association’s goal of “zero” incidents, and since
so many of the PHMSA regulations have moved toward performance based require-
{nents it would provide a good incentive to make sure performance means no re-
eases.

Proposal: Amend §60118. Compliance and waivers by adding at the end of
(a) General Requirements the following

(5) not release gas or hazardous liquid from a pipeline facility in
a quantity that would require the reporting of an incident or ac-
cident under regulations prescribed under this chapter.

Ensuring PHMSA Follows the Intent of Reporting Under §60102

The existing statute on safety-related conditions reporting is found at 49 USC
§60102(h) and requires the Secretary to promulgate rules requiring the reporting by
an operator of any “condition that is a hazard to life, property, or the environment”,
and “safety related condition that causes or has caused a significant change or re-
striction in the operation of a pipeline facility.” Reports are to be received within
5 working days after the operator establishes that such a condition exists.

PHMSA refers to these reports as the leading indicators it collects, as compared
to incident reports, which are lagging indicators of safety. Collecting information
about hazardous conditions that could cause incidents allows the agency to examine
those conditions, determine their frequency and degree of risk, and perhaps to pre-
emptively issue advisories or regulations to prevent recurring hazardous conditions
from becoming a spate of pipeline facility failures. The agency describes them this
way, acknowledging that the exemptions included in the implementing regulations
reduce the value of these reports as a performance measure:

“Leading indicators are precursors that may lead to an accident or injury. They
can be used to monitor the effectiveness of integrity programs and safety man-
agement systems before accidents, damages, or failures happen. As leading indi-
cators focus on enhancing performance and reducing the probability of serious
accidents, they can compensate for any shortcomings of lagging performance in-
dicators. ... PHMSA regulations require operators to submit reports for certain
conditions before a leak has actually occurred. However, the regulations include
numerous exemptions from reporting. These exemptions reduce the value of
SRCR as a performance measure.” 2

The regulations, found at 49 CFR part 192.23 and 195.55, rather than requiring
reporting of the conditions the statute broadly describes as hazards to life, property
or the environment, as well as safety related conditions that restrict the operation
of a facility, instead identify a limited number of specific (although ill-defined) types
of conditions that must be reported and then provides several exemptions from the
requirement to report even that limited subset of conditions. For example, wholly
exempted from reporting requirements are hazardous conditions that exist more
than 200 meters from a building intended for human occupancy or outdoor place of
assembly and those that are repaired or otherwise corrected before the report is due
(5 days), as well as abnormal loading or movement of a pipeline from environmental
or seismic causes unless the movement “impairs the serviceability of a pipeline.”

9Leading Indicators—SRCR and IM Notifications https://www.phmsa.dot.gov/data-and-
statistics/pipeline/leading-indicators-srer-and-im-notifications
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It is important to remember that the point of making reports of hazardous condi-
tions that don’t cause incidents is to allow the regulator to learn about their fre-
quency and degree of risk so it can proactively respond to identified risks. The ex-
emptions to reporting requirements prevent these reports from being useful to
PHMSA for that purpose. A hazardous condition might happen to a pipeline in any
location. Exempting reports of those conditions by their proximity to occupied build-
ings or if it is repaired before the report is due eliminates the usefulness of these
reports in identifying either the frequency or the degree of hazard. If these reports
are to be useful as leading indicators of safety risks, the reporting requirement must
be consistent with, and as broad as the statutory language and Congress’ original
intent.

Proposal: Amend 49 USC §60102 (h) Safety Condition Reports by adding at
the end the following section

(3) Regulations prescribed by the Secretary under this section
shall not exempt any conditions from reporting requirements if
such an exemption would reduce or eliminate the value of these
reports as leading indicators of safety or environmental hazards.
The Secretary shall make the content of these reports available
to the public on the agency website.

Clarify and Increase Appropriations Under § 60125

State operated pipeline safety programs under agreements with PHMSA oversee
over 80 percent of the pipeline mileage in the country. Under the Pipeline Safety
Act PHMSA has the authority to reimburse states for up to 80 percent of the costs
associated with this oversight, yet as the chart here shows PHMSA often falls well
below this level putting state programs in a bind to do more with less, which does
not often work out well when safety is concerned. Because of this reimbursement
rate gap states also often pay their inspectors less than what PHMSA pays inspec-
tors, which is less than what the pipeline industry pays its similar employees. This
has led to a well-understood situation throughout the country where states train in-
spectors, that then leave the state to work for PHMSA or the industry. PHMSA has
a similar problem with its own engineer inspectors being recruited by the pipeline
industry who can pay more, thus leaving the state and federal regulators with the
least trained workforce to oversee this country’s pipeline safety.

Average Percent of State Program Funding
Provided by PHMSA by Fiscal Year
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This situation needs to be cured by ensuring that both state and federal inspec-
tors can be hired at more competitive wage rates, and by Congress making sure ade-
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quate funding is authorized and appropriated to cover these costs. Congress also
needs to ensure that PHMSA is charging user fees as authorized in 49 USC §60301
at sufficient rates to cover these increased costs, along with all other pipeline func-
tions of PHMSA.

In September 2018 the Secretary delivered to Congress a Nationwide Integrated
Pipeline Safety Regulatory Database Feasibility Study.l® In that study, wisely re-
quired by Congress in the 2016 Act, PHMSA pointed out that state programs are
not required to provide PHMSA with comparable inspection and enforcement infor-
mation even though PHMSA is paying states up to 80 percent of their costs for
these functions. The lack of comparable data makes it impossible for PHMSA, Con-
gress, or the public to know how state pipeline safety programs are performing, and
more importantly to know how pipeline companies within those states are per-
forming under the varying state regulatory regimes. As PHMSA points out in the
study by requiring and collecting this information from states PHMSA could:

e “incentivize pipeline operators regulated by States to improve safety and avoid

enforcement actions,”

e “allow PHMSA to analyze the most frequently violated aspects of pipeline safety
regulations,”

e provide “regulators, both PHMSA and State, with knowledge of previous inspec-
tion and enforcement actions for a pipeline operator, regardless of the regulator
conducting the inspection.”

For these reason we hope that Congress will authorize funding for PHMSA and
the States to get this important information sharing exchange started. While in the
study PHMSA painted a picture of the need for years to implement such a system,
in reality there is no reason this could not be phased in over time with at least the
basic information collected immediately about which companies are being inspected
by each state and for what, and what types of enforcement actions are being taken
against pipeline companies in each state and for violated what rules. This would not
be a heavy lift, and would give PHMSA, Congress, and the public some idea of how
well the States and more importantly pipeline companies operating within the
states, are doing regarding pipeline safety. We are somewhat astounded to learn
that PHMSA does not already have this information in exchange for funding state
programs.

Require Minimum Standards for over 435,000 Miles of Natural Gas
Gathering Lines

PHMSA estimates there are over 435,000 miles of unregulated onshore gathering
lines.’! While these gas gathering lines are the same size and pressures as regu-
lated gas transmission lines, and thereby have the same risk, they are not covered
at all under PHMSA’s regulations. In PHMSA’s 2016 Notice of Proposed Rule-
making the agency proposed to begin regulating all rural (10 or fewer buildings in-
tended for human occupancy nearby) gathering lines 8 inches or larger with some
very basic regulations to start ensuring they are safe while collecting information
about where they are actually located and what incidents they are causing. The
PHMSA proposed regulations are actually less than what PHMSA already requires
of offshore gathering lines, so in fact fish in the Gulf of Mexico are currently better
protected than people living in rural areas of states such as Pennsylvania, West Vir-
ginia, or Texas. The PHMSA proposal for regulating these gathering lines is also
considerable weaker than what the state pipeline safety programs asked for in 2010
when they passed a resolution 12 asking that PHMSA regulate these gathering line
similarly to the way gas transmission lines are regulated. Unfortunately, the gath-
ering pipeline industry howled, gnashed their teeth, and as we mentioned above
threatened to use the cost-benefit requirements of the statute to kill the entire large
natural gas rule that PHMSA has been working on since 2011. In response to the
tantrum the gathering line industry threw, PHMSA ignored their state regulatory
partners, ignored the threat to the public that live near rural gathering lines, and
carved the gathering line part of the rule into it’s own separate rule, and has since
recommended at this point to leave out the majority of gathering lines from the rule
altogether. They then gave the industry time to develop an industry designed rec-

10 https://www.phmsa.dot.gov/sites/phmsa.dot.gov/files/docs/news/69271/reports-congress-
09262018.pdf

11PHMSA GPAC Presentation—Slide 14—https://www.phmsa.dot.gov/sites/phmsa.dot.gov/
files/docs/standards-rulemaking/pipeline/70276/gas-gathering-lines-gpac-meeting-jan-8-9-2019-
presentation-version-12-21-2019.pdf

12NAPSR Resolution 2010-2-AC2 http:/nebula.wsimg.com/215b293abe58{f21d6d2ad867ae
864a3?AccessKeyld=8C483A6DA79FB79FCTFA&disposition=0&alloworigin=1
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ommended practice (standard), that both PHMSA and the industry hopes will be in-
corporated into PHMSA’s rule as the new gathering regulation.

Contrary to the industry, there is of course good reason to extend better safety
requirements to the hundreds of thousands of miles of currently unregulated gath-
ering lines. Below are pictures of what a 10-inch gathering line did to a home near
Midland, Texas last year and of the three-year-old girl who died in that pipeline
failure. The exact cause of that failure is still unknown, (no one is investigating be-
cause it is unregulated), but clearly a 10-inch gathering pipeline about 20 feet from
this home posed a risk. The common sense rules that PHMSA had included in their
original proposal like corrosion control, damage prevention, public awareness, and
leak surveys may help to prevent another tragedy like this, but under both
PHMSA’s and the industry’s current proposal for these types of lines this pipeline
would remain completely unregulated.

While API continues to push forward to create an industry designed recommended
practice for PHMSA to incorporate as the gathering line rule, that effort is fraught
with many fairness, completeness, and process issues. Last summer the state regu-
lators (NAPSR) withdrew from that entire process writing in part:

“There are multiple reasons for withdrawal; however the primary reason
is that NAPSR declines to endorse or to give any appearance of endorse-
ment of the API Onshore Gas Gathering Line RP. ... In addition, it ap-
pears that efforts to produce the RP draft had begun, without any notifi-
cations to the industry, the public, or to State or Federal regulators, some
time before NAPSR and other outside stakeholders were invited to par-
ticipate. These efforts infringe upon the process for fair and unbiased de-
velopment of standards or other practice documents that are produced for
industry and sometimes regulatory guidance.”

This is clearly a situation that could be improved by removal of the cost-benefits
requirements that we talked about earlier to allow PHMSA to move forward on the
rules they think are necessary, instead of the rules the industry will agree to. It
is time to end this standoff on over 435,000 miles of risky gathering lines, and the
easiest way to move forward on this issue immediately is for Congress to make clear
in the statute that you want these rural lines regulated to some degree, which
would then give PHMSA the ability and flexibility to do what they think is nec-
essary. One way this could be accomplished is by changing the language in the stat-
ute as follows:

§60101. Definitions

(a) GENERAL.—In this chapter——

(21) “transporting gas”™——
(A) means
(i) the gathering, transmission, or distribution of gas by pipeline, or the
storage of gas, in interstate or foreign commerce; and
(i) the movement of gas through regulated gathering lines[, which shall
include all onshore gathering lines operating above 20% SMYS.1}

bu
(B) does not include gathering gas (except through regulated gathering lines
in a rural area outside a populated area designated by the Secretary as|
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Needed Performance Standard for Hazardous Liquid Leak Detection, and
Gas Transmission Rupture Detection.

In the Pipeline Safety, Regulatory Certainty, and Job Creation Act of 2011, Con-
gress asked the Secretary to provide a report within one year on the technical limi-
tations of current leak detection systems, the practicability of developing standards
for the capabilities of leak detection systems, and the costs and benefits of requiring
pipeline operators to use such systems. PHMSA completed an in-depth study of leak
detection systems in December of 2013.13 That study found that for hazardous liquid
pipelines:

e “The pipeline controller/control room identified a release occurred around 17

percent of the time.”

o Emergency responders or a member of the public were currently the most likely
means of discovering a pipeline release.

e “There is no technical reason why several different leak detection methods can-
not be implemented at the same time. In fact, a basic engineering robustness
principle calls for at least two methods that rely on entirely separate physical
principles.”

o “External sensors have the potential to deliver sensitivity and time to detection
far ahead of any internal system.”

In 2010 PHMSA issued an ANPRM for hazardous liquid pipelines that asked in
part whether PHMSA should “establish and/or adopt standards and procedures for
minimum leak detection requirements for all pipelines.” Nearly eight and a half
years after the close of the comment period on that ANPRM the proposed rule has
still not been issued. Again, the slowness of the rulemaking process seems at odds
with the public proclamations of concern and action.

In its hazardous liquid transmission pipeline integrity management rule, PHMSA
requires that operators have a means to detect leaks, but there are no performance
standards for such a system.!4 This is in contrast to the State of Alaska, for exam-
ple, which requires that all crude oil transmission pipelines have a leak detection
system capable of promptly detecting a leak of no more than 1 percent of daily
throughput 15, or the State or Washington that requires intrastate hazardous liquid
pipelines have “leak detection systems must be capable of detecting an eight percent
of maximum flow leak within fifteen minutes or less.” 16 PHMSA listed in the integ-
rity management rule various criteria for operators to consider when selecting such
a device. Again, such an approach is virtually unenforceable and not protective of
important environmental assets such as rivers and lakes including those not consid-
ered High Consequence Areas.

The Enbridge spill in Michigan and the Chevron pipeline release near Salt Lake
City, both nearly nine years ago, are examples of what can go wrong when a pipe-
line with a leak detection system has no performance standards for operations. In
both those incidents the pipelines had leak detection systems as required by regula-
tions, but neither system was capable of detecting and halting significant spills.

We ask that Congress direct PHMSA to issue performance standards for leak de-
tection systems used by hazardous liquid pipeline operators by a date certain to pre-
vent damage from future pipeline releases. Such standards need to clearly deter-
mine the size of leak the system is capable of detecting, and the time required for
the system to issue an alarm in the event that a leak of that size should occur.

Requirements for Automated Remote Shut-off Valve Placement and
Performance on Transmission Pipelines.

Natural Gas Transmission Pipelines—Two decades ago Congress was debating
a requirement for remote or automatic shutoff valves on natural gas pipelines in the
wake of the Edison, NJ accident and the two and a half hours it took to shut off
the flow of gas that fed the fireball due to the lack of a remotely controlled shut
off valve. After the 2010 San Bruno tragedy where it took the pipeline operator over
an hour and a half to drive to and close a manual valve the NTSB recommended
that PHMSA “Amend Title 49 Code of Federal Regulations 192.935(c) to directly re-
quire that automatic shutoff valves or remote control valves in high consequence
areas and in class 3 and 4 locations be installed and spaced at intervals that con-
sider the factors listed in that regulation.”

13Leak Detection Study—DTPH56-11-D-000001 https:/www.phmsa.dot.gov/sites/phmsa.dot.
gov/files/docs/technical-resources/pipeline/16691/leak-detection-study.pdf

14See 49 CFR 195.452(1)(3).

15See 18 AAC 75.055(a)(1).

16 See WAC 480-75-300
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In the Pipeline Safety, Regulatory Certainty, and Job Creation Act of 2011 Con-
gress asked the Secretary to consider within two years appropriate regulations to
require the use of automatic or remote-controlled shut-off valves, or equivalent tech-
nology, on new or replaced pipelines. PHMSA did contract with Oak Ridge National
Laboratory for a study of such valves. That study 17 concluded that “installing ASVs
and RCVs in pipelines can be an effective strategy for mitigating potential con-
sequences of unintended releases because decreasing the total volume of the release
reduces overall impacts on the public and to the environment.”

In 2010 PHMSA issued an Advanced Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (ANPRM)
for hazardous liquid pipelines, and then in 2011 PHMSA issued an ANPRM for gas
transmission pipelines. Both ANPRMs made it clear that some change to the re-
quirements for automatic or remote-controlled valves was being considered. Many
stakeholder groups invested a significant amount of time responding to these
ANPRMs. Unfortunately, years later, information regarding how PHMSA will deal
with this issue in a future rulemaking has not been made available. The slowness
of the rulemaking process regarding automatic and remote-controlled shut-off valves
seems at odds with the public proclamations of concern and action.

Hazardous Liquid Pipelines—For liquid pipelines the foot dragging is even
worse. In 1992, 1996, 2002, and 2006, Congress required OPS to “survey and assess
the effectiveness of emergency flow restricting devices (including remote controlled
valves ... } to minimize product releases” 18 with the first such requirement having
a deadline in 1994 (24 years ago!). Following this analysis, Congress required OPS
to “prescribe regulations on the circumstances under which an operator of a haz-
ardous liquid pipeline facility must use an emergency flow restricting device.” 19

OPS/PHMSA never issued a formal analysis on emergency flow restricting device
(EFRD) effectiveness. Instead, in its hazardous liquid pipeline integrity manage-
ment rule29, OPS rejected the comments of the NTSB, the US Environmental Pro-
tection Agency, the Lower Colorado River Authority, the City of Austin, and the En-
vironmental Defense Fund and chose to leave EFRD decisions up to pipeline opera-
tors after listing in the rule various criteria for operators to consider. Such an ap-
proach to EFRD use does not appear to meet Congressional intent, partly because
the approach is essentially unenforceable and not protective of important environ-
mental assets such as rivers and lakes including those not considered High Con-
sequence Areas.

Congress needs to reiterate its previous mandates to PHMSA on EFRD use on
liquid pipelines and ensure they are followed to mitigate the extent of future pipe-
line releases.

Pipeline Segments that Cross Rivers are Not Sufficiently Protected by
Existing Rules

In July 2011, the ExxonMobil Silvertip Pipeline ruptured where it crosses the Yel-
lowstone River near Laurel, Montana. The investigation into the cause of the failure
revealed that the pipeline had been undermined by sustained floodwaters scouring
the riverbed and exposing the pipeline, resulting in its failure along what had be-
come an unsupported span submerged in the river. The rupture resulted in the re-
lease of more than 63,000 gallons of crude oil into the Yellowstone River, and ap-
proximately $135 million dollars in property damage.

In the 2011 reauthorization act, Congress asked the Secretary to study hazardous
liquid pipeline incidents at crossings of inland bodies of water with a width of at
least 100 feet to determine if the depth of cover over the buried pipelines was a fac-
tor in any accidental release of hazardous liquids. If the Secretary’s study found
that depth of cover was “a contributing factor,” then a review of the existing regula-
tions and development of legislative recommendations was required.

The existing regulations require that newly constructed pipelines that cross in-
land water bodies with a width of at least 100 feet between high water marks be
buried at least 48 inches beneath the riverbed. There is no requirement for main-
taining any particular depth of cover. PHMSA concluded after its study that it re-
quired no additional legislative authority to address risks of hazardous liquid pipe-
line failures at major river crossings. We agree. While we feel there were major
shortcomings in the study produced by PHMSA, and we believe that significant
changes are necessary to the existing regulatory requirements for pipelines crossing

17 http://www.phmsa.dot.gov/pv_obj cache/pv_obj id 2C1A725B08C5F72F305689E9430
53A96232AB200/filename/Final%20Valve Study.pdf

18 See 49 USC 60102()(1).

19 See 49 USC 60102()(2).

20 See 49 CFR 195.452(1)(4).
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water bodies, we concur that PHMSA possesses adequate authority to improve the
regulations. Whether such a rulemaking might ever be undertaken or could make
it through the substantial bottleneck that the rulemakings underway since 2010 and
2011 have encountered are separate questions.

The river crossing study produced by PHMSA did succeed in highlighting several
major issues with the existing rule and its implementation:

o PHMSA has no data set, geographic or otherwise, that identifies the 100 foot
wide crossings that are subject to the four foot depth of cover rule at the time
of construction, making enforcement of the rule dependent on having a PHMSA
inspector on site at the time of construction at every crossing where the rule
might apply.

e Rivers are dynamic systems, as the Silvertip failure graphically illustrates. The
existing rule only applies at the time of construction, but does not require an
operator to maintain four feet of cover over the lifetime of the pipeline.

e Many river systems narrower than 100 feet can dramatically scour their beds,
putting perhaps thousands of other pipelines at risk of exposure and failure.
The existing rule does not cover those crossings.

e The integrity management rules and their implementation and enforcement are
not a sufficient substitute for an adequate rule prescribing operators’ ongoing
depth of cover obligations at all crossings. The Silvertip system underwent an
integrity management inspection from PHMSA less than a month before its fail-
ure, yet there is no indication that the vulnerability of the line and the inad-
equacy of the operations plans were identified. Moreover, the IM rules apply to
only 42 percent of liquid lines in the country. There may be many crossings that
do not fall within the narrow definition of an “unusually sensitive area” and
where IM rules would therefore not apply.

Proposal: Direct the Secretary to acquire and maintain a geographic data set ca-
pable of identifying pipelines crossing water bodies with a width of at least 100 feet
between high water marks, and where the pipeline segment is within or could affect
a high consequence area. Direct the Secretary to inventory the conditions of these
crossings, determining the current depth of cover and the adequacy of each opera-
tor’s assessment of the risk to a pipeline from flooding, erosion, riverbed scour, bed
load movement or slope instability, and to incorporate the findings from that inven-
tory in a report to Congress, together with a regulatory proposal to better protect
pipelines (both liquid and gas) at water body crossings and high consequence areas
from potential failures.

Address Shortcomings in the Way PHMSA Defines and Addresses High
Consequence Areas for Hazardous Liquid Pipelines

The Integrity Management rules for hazardous liquid pipelines apply only to those
41 percent of HL lines that “could affect” a high consequence area if the line fails.
There are two areas where we believe the agency has overly narrowly defined areas
that should be subject to these rules: areas described by Congress as those crossing
waters “where a substantial likelihood of commercial navigation exists,” and those
“unusually sensitive to environmental damage.”

When Congress delegated the identification of those unusually sensitive high con-
sequence areas to the Secretary of Transportation in 49 USC §60109, it was with
this direction:

(b) AREAS TO BE INCLUDED AS UNUSUALLY SENSITIVE

(1) locations near pipeline rights-of-way that are critical to drinking water, in-
cluding intake locations for community water systems and critical sole
source aquifer protection areas; and

(2) locations near pipeline rights-of-way that have been identified as critical
wetlands, riverine or estuarine systems, national parks, wilderness areas,
wildlife preservation areas or refuges, wild and scenic rivers, or critical
habitat areas for threatened and endangered species.

Unfortunately, in the adoption of the definitions for Unusually Sensitive Areas
(USAs) the agency defined them much more narrowly than by using Congress’s list.
Instead, the agency developed a set of definitions for “ecological resource areas” that
relies on little known, arcane non-governmental designations and completely ex-
cludes areas that Congress clearly expected would be included. For example, Na-
tional Parks and designated wilderness areas are not necessarily USAs. National
Wildlife refuges are not necessarily USAs. Wild and Scenic Rivers are not nec-
essarily USAs. It is not even clear that critical habitat for threatened and endan-
gered species designated under the Endangered Species Act is automatically a USA.
Instead, to be a USA, an area must be, for example, a Ramsar site designated under
The Convention on Wetlands of International Importance Especially as Waterfowl
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Habitat, or otherwise defined by a ranking system developed by the Natural Herit-
age Programs, or the Nature Conservancy’s Global Conservations Status Rank, or
a Western Hemisphere Shorebird Reserve Network.

Once these very narrow definitions were adopted, PHMSA was to identify these
areas and make those designations available to operators so they could identify
which segments of their pipelines could affect these areas in a rupture. PHMSA has
not updated these definitions, nor has it kept up with the geographic designation
of these areas over the years since they were first identified. That means they have
no way of inspecting operator compliance with HCA identification or operator as-
sessment of risks to the environment in the case of a rupture.

The public is prevented from seeing PHMSA’s efforts to map these USAs, so we
have no way of knowing whether they have mapped even these very narrowly de-
fined areas correctly.

The Pipeline Safety Trust asked for an expansion of these areas and therefore the
number of pipelines covered by the integrity management rules when PHMSA asked
for input on changing the Hazardous Liquid safety rules in 2010. That rule, final-
ized in 2016 under the Obama Administration, was withdrawn and has yet to be
re-issued, so we have no way of knowing whether any changes will be made in that
rule, assuming it is again finalized and released.

The issue with identification of commercially navigable waters, administratively
defined to include “a waterway where a substantial likelihood of commercial naviga-
tion exists” is not one of definition, because those are the exact words Congress di-
rected the agency to use. Rather it is in the implementation of that definition, where
PHMSA uses a definition of commercial navigation that limits its application to
major shipping routes for freighters, excluding commercial fisheries, charter boats,
tribal commercial or subsistence fisheries, or any other small scale commercial use.
This results in a nonsensical designation of small strips of coastal waters, large riv-
ers and harbors being identified as HCAs, rather than the entire body of water.

Proposal

Require GAO do a study of whether PHMSA’s definitions and identification of var-
ious Unusually Sensitive Areas (USAs) and commercially navigable waterways for
Hazardous Liquid pipelines are consistent with other environmental regulations, are
sufficiently inclusive to meet the original intent of Congress, and whether PHMSA
currently has and maintains GIS data layers that allow the agency and the industry
to know where such HCA boundaries are, and whether PHMSA uses this GIS data
to ensure pipeline operators are accurately identifying HCAs and the risks to them
from the potential failure of a pipeline. This would most likely have identified the
problem with the majority of the Great Lakes being left out of HCA definitions. Con-
gress took action to mandate the designation of the Great Lakes as HCAs in the
last reauthorization, but the agency has yet to issue implementing regulations for
that designation.

Congress should also mandate that HCA designations be made public on the Na-
tional Pipeline Mapping System so state and local governments, and the public can
ensure that PHMSA and pipeline companies are correctly designating such impor-
tant areas.

Methane Emissions from Pipelines—

It is well understood that natural gas pipelines of all types leak, and that during
repairs large quantities of gas is vented into the atmosphere. This is allowed under
the current regulations, because up until recently the value of the gas was thought
to be insignificant, and the effects of the methane being released was not under-
stood. Over the past decade many studies, from a variety of sources, have shown
that the amount of gas lost through ongoing leaks costs consumers hundreds of mil-
lions of dollars, and that the methane in those leaks has a much more dramatic ef-
fect on climate change than carbon dioxide. Unfortunately PHMSA has paid little
attention to these issues, has no clear emission reporting requirements, and their
own incident reporting thresholds (no report required until 3 million cubic feet of
gas released) exempts many large releases from even being reported.

: For those reasons it is essential that Congress requires PHMSA to do the fol-
owing:

e Require companies to use the best technology available to capture natural gas

when making pipeline repairs.

e Require companies to use the best technology to look for leaks

e Require companies to adequately invest in replacement and repair programs for

known types of leaky pipelines.
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e Change the reporting requirements for gas incidents to a more realistic level
to track how much is actually being released. We would suggest changing the
reporting threshold from 3 million cubic feet to 50,000 cubic feet (50,000 cubic
feet is equivalent to the average monthly use in 9-10 homes 21).

Hopeful Initiatives in the Works

Safety Management Systems (SMS)—In 2015, based on a recommendation
from the NTSB after nearly a million gallons of oil was spilled into the Kalamazoo
River in Michigan, the pipeline industry created a recommended practice (API
RP1173)22 to help pipeline companies implement a continuous improvement Safety
Management System. This promising voluntary effort ought to help companies re-
duce the number of incidents and near misses they have, and help create a stronger
safety culture within companies so safety really is the first priority, not just a slo-
gan. We have already seen some companies embrace this fully, and for those compa-
nies the change is real. So we support this effort, and believe it can have lasting
impacts, but only if companies embrace it, which is always the rub with voluntary
practices. We were surprised after the recent tragedy in Massachusetts to hear how
many of the gas companies in that state had not yet moved forward on SMS, and
only did so after a tragedy and the strong urging of the state regulator. We think
it is still too early to have to make SMS a required regulation, but Congress should
certainly ask the industry to show proof that companies are adopting this volun-
tarily, and what the measurable outcomes are. If the rate of adoption and imple-
mentation is too slow then PHMSA or Congress may need to step in with regulatory
requirements, or enforcement incentives, to ensure that all companies embrace this
valuable system, and not just the companies who do truly put safety first.

Voluntary Information Sharing (VIS)—For the past two years PHMSA has
been working with the Voluntary Information Sharing Working Group to produce
a report for the Secretary outlining the benefits of setting up a Voluntary Informa-
tion Sharing system for pipeline safety similar to what the FAA has for airline safe-
ty. The Pipeline Safety Trust supports the creation of a Pipeline Safety VIS, but the
draft report we saw lacked many important details about initial and ongoing costs,
how and who will pay for this system, how and who information would be shared
with, how the program’s effectiveness will be assessed, and how the important par-
ticipation by non-regulatory, non-industry participants will be guaranteed. For these
reasons we hope you will seek greater clarity on the above questions before moving
forward with complete authorization for such a VIS. One option might be to provide
PHMSA with the authority and the funding to create the multi-stakeholder VIS Ex-
ecutive Committee as envisioned in the report, and then task that group to flesh
out the details to Congress’ satisfaction before greater funding is provided.

I thank you for the opportunity to provide this testimony today, and as always
I am available to answer any additional questions you might have and to work with
you further as the reauthorization of the national pipeline safety program continues.

Mr. LipiNskI. Thank you, Mr. Weimer.

Now, Mr. Black, you are recognized.

Mr. BLACK. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member.

I am Andy Black, president and CEO of the Association of Oil
Pipe Lines. AOPL represents the owners and operators of liquid
pipelines transporting crude oil; refined products like gasoline, die-
sel fuel, jet fuel, and home heating oil; and industrial products like
propane and ethane. We have over 55 member companies trans-
porting over 21 billion barrels of crude oil and petroleum products
annually over a 215,000-mile network of pipelines.

Pipelines are the safest way to deliver the energy Americans use
and need every day. And no other mode of transportation is as safe
for the American people or the environment as pipelines. And pipe-
lines are getting safer. Over the last 5 years, pipeline operators
have reduced the number of pipeline incidents impacting people

21The American Gas Association, Natural Gas: The Facts https://www.aga.org/globalassets/
2019-natural-gas-factsts-updated.pdf

22 https:/pipelinesms.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/08/API-RP-1173-Pipeline-Safety-
Management-Systems.pdf
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and the environment by 20 percent. This is Government data, pub-
licly available from PHMSA.

PHMSA data also shows pipeline incidents caused by incorrect
operation impacting people and the environment are down 38 per-
cent over the last 5 years. And pipeline incidents caused by corro-
sion, cracking, or weld failure impacting people and the environ-
ment are down 35 percent over that period.

The pipeline industry and AOPL member companies work hard
to improve pipeline safety. We are transparent about where we are
doing well and where we can do better.

The statistics I shared come from the performance report we de-
velop jointly each year with the American Petroleum Institute ana-
lyzing pipeline safety data. We use this analysis to guide our pipe-
line safety programs, focusing on key safety issues. Through this
safety effort, the pipeline industry has addressed key safety rec-
ommendations from Congress, the NTSB, PHMSA, and issues iden-
tified through analysis of pipeline safety data.

Recent safety accomplishments include developing new best prac-
tices for finding and fixing cracking in pipelines, managing leak de-
tection programs, responding to pipeline emergencies, and applying
safety management systems to pipelines. Industry also just re-
leased an updated best practice for inspecting and performing
maintenance on pipelines utilizing the latest inspection tech-
nologies and analytical techniques.

Harnessing technology to advance pipeline safety is a theme we
are pursuing across industry and we urge Congress to adopt as
well. For example, high-tech tools can now scan pipelines like an
MRI or an ultrasound at the doctor’s office. Pipeline operators have
the opportunity to find more issues early, perform preventative
maintenance, and keep pipelines operating safely.

The problem is, Federal regulations can’t keep pace with fast-
moving technology innovations. Outdated PHMSA regulations
sometimes conflict with the latest knowledge and techniques.

Congress can do more to allow PHMSA and pipeline operators to
improve safety by harnessing technology and innovations, such as:
creating a pilot program to test pipeline safety technologies and ap-
proaches, as the Administrator alluded to earlier; authorizing a vol-
untary information-sharing program, encouraging joint stakeholder
problem-solving; requiring regular PHMSA and stakeholder review
of pipeline safety research and development advances; and encour-
aging voluntary discovery, disclosure, correction, and prevention of
pipeline safety violations.

Next, protecting pipeline safety and the environment from at-
tacks on pipelines is a top reauthorization priority for AOPL. Pipe-
lines are the safest way to deliver the energy we use every day.
However, pipelines are industrial facilities we must respect to keep
them operating safely.

Recent attacks on pipelines, either by turning valves in ways
that threaten ruptures or shooting guns directly at pipelines or
blowtorching holes in pipelines, are dangerous. Members of the
public, surrounding communities, and the environment could easily
be put in danger by attacks on pipeline facilities that could result
in a spill or an explosion.
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Congress should deter future attacks against pipeline facilities
by closing loopholes in the scope of criminal liability placed in Fed-
ﬁral pipeline safety laws by previous Congresses on a bipartisan

asis.

AOPL also recommends improving PHMSA programs and regula-
tions by easing hiring and retention of PHMSA inspectors, improv-
ing due process and enforcement proceedings, tailoring require-
ments to pipeline operating status, adjusting incident reporting re-
quirements for inflation, and incorporating the latest best practices
on inspection repair and tank maintenance.

I look forward to answering any of your questions on these pro-
posals or improving pipeline safety performance record or the ac-
tions the pipeline industry is taking to improve pipeline safety fur-
ther. Thank you again for the opportunity for us to testify.

[Mr. Black’s prepared statement follows:]

————

Prepared Statement of Andrew J. Black, President and CEO, Association of
0Oil Pipe Lines

Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member, Members of the Subcommittee, thank you for
inviting me here today to testify on pipeline safety. My name is Andy Black and
I am President and CEO of the Association of Oil Pipe Lines (AOPL). AOPL rep-
resents liquids pipeline owners and operators transporting crude oil, petroleum
products, like gasoline, diesel, jet fuel, and home heating oil, and industrial prod-
ucts, like propane and ethane. We have over 50 member companies which deliver
over 21 billion barrels of crude oil and petroleum products annually over a 215,000
mile network of pipelines. AOPL members transport more than 97 percent of inter-
state barrel-miles.

Pipelines are the safest way to deliver the liquid energy we all need and use every
day. Pipelines deliver crude oil and petroleum products to their destination safely
99.999 percent of the time. No other mode of transportation is as safe for the Amer-
ican people or the environment as pipelines.

Pipelines are getting safer. Over the last 5 years, pipeline operators have reduced
the number of liquids pipeline incidents impacting people or the environment by 20
percent. This is government data publicly available from the U.S. Pipeline and Haz-
ardous Materials Safety Administration (PHMSA). PHMSA data also shows pipeline
incidents impacting people or the environment caused by incorrect operation are
down 38 percent over the last 5 years, and pipeline incidents impacting people or
the environment caused by corrosion, cracking or weld failures are down 35 percent
over the last 5 years.

The pipeline industry and AOPL member companies work hard to improve pipe-
line safety. We are transparent about where we are doing well and where we can
do better. The statistics I just shared come from the performance report we develop
jointly each year with the American Petroleum Institute analyzing pipeline safety
data. We use this analysis to guide our industry-wide safety programs focusing on
key pipeline safety issues.

Through this strategic effort the pipeline industry has addressed key safety rec-
ommendations from Congress, the U.S. National Transportation Safety Board,
PHMSA and issues identified through analysis of pipeline safety data. Recent safety
accomplishments include developing new best practices for finding and fixing crack-
ing in pipelines, managing leak detection programs, responding to pipeline emer-
gencies and applying safety management systems to pipelines. Industry has also
just released an updated best practice for inspecting and performing maintenance
on pipelines utilizing the latest inspection technologies and analytical techniques.

Harnessing technology to advance pipeline safety is a theme we are pursuing
across industry and recommend Congress adopt as well. For example, hi-tech tools
can now scan pipelines like an MRI or ultrasound at the doctor’s office. Pipeline op-
erators have the opportunity to find issues early, perform maintenance and keep
pipelines operating safely. The problem is federal regulations can’t keep pace with
fast-moving technology innovations. In fact, outdated PHMSA regulations some-
times conflict with the latest knowledge and techniques.

Congress can do more to allow PHMSA and pipeline operators to improve safety
by pilot testing innovations and learn from shared pipeline safety insights.



80

AOPL proposals for Congress to harness technology and innovation to improve
pipeline safety include:
e creating a pilot program to test cutting edge pipeline safety technologies and
newly developed best practices
e authorizing a Voluntary Information Sharing program encouraging joint stake-
holder problem solving
e requiring regular PHMSA and stakeholder review of pipeline safety research
and development advances
e encouraging voluntary discovery, disclosure, correction and prevention of pipe-
line safety violations
A top reauthorization priority for AOPL is protecting public safety and the envi-
ronment from attacks on pipelines. Pipelines are the safest way to deliver the en-
ergy American families and consumers use every day. However, pipelines are indus-
trial facilities we must respect to keep them operating safely. Recent attacks on
pipeline, either by turning valves in ways that threaten ruptures or shooting guns
or blowtorching holes into pipelines are dangerous. Members of the public, sur-
rounding communities and the environment are put in danger by attacks on pipeline
facilities that could easily result in a spill or explosion. Congress should deter future
attacks against pipeline facilities by closing loopholes in the scope and criminal li-
ability placed in current federal pipeline safety law by previous Congresses on a bi-
partisan basis.
AOPL also recommends Congress improve PHMSA programs and regulations by:
e helping PHMSA hire and retain expert pipeline inspectors
improving due process in PHMSA enforcement proceedings
tailoring pipeline requirements to operating status
adjusting PHMSA incident reporting requirements for inflation
incorporating the latest best practices on inspections, repair and tank mainte-
nance
AOPL believes there is a great amount of work that Congress can do to improve
pipeline safety on a non-partisan or bi-partisan basis as has been custom in prior
reauthorization bills. Several of AOPL’s proposals would specifically engage stake-
holders from all ends of the political spectrum in the joint effort of pipeline safety.
The VIS program is supported by labor unions, environmental groups, pipeline safe-
ty advocates, PHMSA and pipeline operators. Further attention to R&D would come
in a forum which includes environmental groups, pipeline safety advocates, federal
and state regulators and industry. Our proposal to help PHMSA hire and retain
pipeline inspectors would be paid for by industry itself through user fees. All of
these proposals are designed to improve pipeline safety.
Again, thank you for inviting me here today. I look forward to answering any of
your questions on these proposals, our pipeline safety performance record, or the ac-
tions the pipeline industry is taking to improve pipeline safety.

Mr. LipINsKI. Thank you, Mr. Black.

I now recognize Chief Eggleston for 5 minutes.

Chief EGGLESTON. Good afternoon, Chairman Lipinski and Con-
gressman Balderson and members of the subcommittee. I am Dan
Eggleston, president and chairman of the board of the Inter-
national Association of Fire Chiefs and the fire chief for Albemarle
County, Virginia, Department of Fire and Rescue. Thank you for
the opportunity to testify at today’s hearing on pipeline safety.

The U.S. transports approximately two-thirds of its domestic en-
ergy supplies on more than 2.7 million miles of pipeline. In our
opinion, the use of pipelines is one of the safest ways to transport
hazardous materials across the Nation.

However, when accidents occur, local emergency responders must
be prepared, trained, and equipped to respond. During a pipeline
incident, the local fire department will be required to stabilize the
incident, notify the community, and, if necessary, evacuate affected
homes and businesses, extinguish any resulting fires, and prevent
the loss of life and property.

An effective response requires pipeline operators, local fire de-
partments, and other State and local officials to work together.
This cooperation cannot start on the day of the incident. It requires
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the public and the private sector to train and plan, exercise, and
equip themselves well before the event.

As the committee examines the reauthorization of pipeline safety
programs at the Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Adminis-
tration, the IAFC recommends the committee consider the fol-
lowing three actions:

First, promote coordination between local authorities and pipe-
line operators.

Local emergency planning committees are designed to bring to-
gether industry officials, local emergency responders, and other af-
fected stakeholders to plan and exercise for potential pipeline and
hazardous material incidents. Currently, there are over 3,000
known LEPCs around the Nation. However, it is unclear how many
of these LEPCs are active.

The TAFC is using a grant from the PHMSA Community Safe-
ty—Emergency Planning, Response, and Outreach program to bol-
ster LEPCs. We are bringing first responders, emergency man-
agers, and pipeline operators together to coordinate emergency re-
sponse plans.

Also, we are educating citizens about where pipelines are located
in their communities and what steps they should take in case of
an incident. The TAFC will use its work to develop best practices
for LEPCs to prepare for pipeline and other hazardous material in-
cidents.

We ask that you authorize and fund PHMSA’s Community Safety
Grant. We also ask that you continue to authorize and fund the
$1.5 million for PHMSA’s Pipeline Safety Information Grant. This
program can serve as a useful tool for helping fire departments
learn about pipelines in their jurisdictions and prepare for any inci-
dents.

The number-two recommendation is to support training and exer-
cise programs that bring stakeholders together.

Pipeline operators and local emergency responders should de-
velop emergency response plans well ahead of time. They should
also meet regularly and exercise them throughout the year, not just
once. The TAFC is working with pipeline operators, such as Trans-
Canada, to help communities develop pipeline annexes to their
emergency operations plans. We use a whole community approach
to bring together pipeline operators, emergency responders, and
community leaders. In some cases, we have hosted public townhall
meetings. We then follow up with table-top exercises to test these
plans and revise them as necessary.

Training is also extremely important. At the moment, 60 percent
of fire departments providing hazmat response have not formally
trained all of their personnel. The IAFC has developed resources
like the Rural Guide for Rail and Pipeline Incident Response and
the Rail Emergency and Pipeline Incident Information Visor Cards
to help fire departments train and respond to an incident.

We also have developed online training in cooperation with the
National Association of State Fire Marshals. This online training
is especially important for those departments such as volunteer de-
partments in rural areas. The IAFC recommends that local fire
chiefs reach out to pipeline operators and take advantage of train-
ing opportunities that pipeline operators may provide.
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And the third and final recommendation is to support funding for
equipment and staffing for local fire departments.

Fire departments, especially in rural areas, may not have the
equipment needed to respond to a complex incident like a pipeline
rupture. The Assistance to Firefighters Grant program provides
matching funds for local fire departments to purchase the nec-
essary equipment for pipeline incidents and other hazards. The
SAFER Grant program provides matching grants for both hiring
firefighters and recruiting volunteers to help fire departments staff
the necessary staff in communities bordering pipelines.

We appreciate the continued support from Congress that is
shown in these programs and ask you to fund these at $405 million
each in fiscal year 2020.

Thank you again for the opportunity to testify at today’s hearing.
Pipeline leaks and ruptures are very complex incidents. They re-
quire planning, training, and having the right tools and equipment
in place to save lives and property. America’s fire chiefs look for-
ward to working with the community and the committee to reau-
thorize the pipeline safety programs.

I look forward to answering any questions that you may have.
Thank you.

[Chief Eggleston’s prepared statement follows:]

———

Prepared Statement of Fire Chief Dan Eggleston, EFO, CFO, CMO, Presi-
dent and Chairman of the Board, International Association of Fire Chiefs

Good morning, Chairman Lipinski, Ranking Member Crawford and distinguished
members of the subcommittee. I am Dan Eggleston, President and Chairman of the
Board of the International Association of Fire Chiefs (IAFC), and fire chief of the
Albemarle County, Virginia, Department of Fire Rescue. I appreciate the oppor-
tunity to testify at today’s hearing on pipeline safety: the review of existing man-
dates and the examination of additional safety needs.

The IAFC represents the leadership of over 1.1 million firefighters and emergency
responders. JAFC members are the world’s leading experts in firefighting, emer-
gency medical services, terrorism response, hazardous materials (hazmat) incidents,
wildland fire suppression, natural disasters, search and rescue, and public-safety
policy. Since 1873, the IAFC has provided a forum for its members to exchange
ideas, develop best practices, participate in executive training and discover diverse
products and services available to first responders.

THE FIRE AND EMERGENCY SERVICE COMMUNITY

America’s fire and emergency services are the only organized group of American
citizens that is locally-situated, staffed, trained, and equipped to respond to all types
of emergencies. There are approximately 1.1 million men and women in the fire and
emergency service—approximately 300,000 career firefighters and 800,000 volunteer
firefighters—serving in over 30,000 fire departments around the nation. They are
trained to respond to all hazards ranging from earthquakes, hurricanes, tornadoes
and floods to acts of terrorism, hazardous materials incidents, technical rescues,
fires and medical emergencies.

The fire service protects America’s critical infrastructure—the electrical grid,
interstate highways, railroads, pipelines, petroleum and chemical facilities—and is,
in fact, even considered part of the critical infrastructure. The fire service protects
federal buildings, including military installations, and interstate commerce. No pas-
senger airliner takes off from a runway or train leaves a station that is not pro-
tected by a fire department.

PIPELINE SAFETY AND EMERGENCY RESPONSE

The United States transports approximately two-thirds of its domestic energy sup-
plies in more than 2.7 million miles of pipelines. This system includes gathering
pipelines that collect natural gas from wells and ship it to production areas; trans-
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mission pipelines that transport liquids across the nation; and distribution and serv-
ice pipelines that transport hazardous materials from transmission lines to residen-
tial, commercial and industrial customers. Overall, the use of pipelines is one of the
safest ways to transport hazardous materials across the nation.

However, accidents do occur, and local first responders need to be prepared and
trained to respond. During a pipeline rupture or leak, the local fire department will
be required to stabilize the situation; notify and evacuate the community (if nec-
essary); extinguish any resulting fires; and prevent life and property loss. It is im-
portant that the pipeline operators, local fire departments, and other appropriate
state and local officials cooperate and quickly resolve the incident. This cooperation
cannot start on the day of the incident. The public and private sectors must work
together ahead of time to plan, train, exercise and equip themselves to respond to
a potential incident.

PLANNING

It is important that all local authorities, including the local fire department lead-
ership, work with regional pipeline operators to prepare for a rupture or leak. The
pipeline operator must develop an emergency response plan that addresses the po-
tential hazards that may occur and how to respond to these incidents in an effective
manner. The local fire department will have to identify where pipelines are in their
community and familiarize themselves with the possible risks of the hazardous ma-
terials carried by the pipelines. The fire department also will have to preplan how
it will respond to an incident, including by working with emergency managers and
local law enforcement about how to carry out an evacuation order; working with
local hospitals and public health officials in case of a mass casualty incident; and
local elected officials and the news media to ensure that the appropriate messaging
is given to the public. A public-private partnership is critical to ensuring that a re-
sponse goes smoothly in case of a pipeline incident.

Local Emergency Planning Committees (LEPC) are designed to bring industry of-
ficials, local emergency responders, and other affected stakeholders together to plan
and exercise for potential pipeline incidents. LEPCs were created as part of the
Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act (P.L. 99-499) as part of a
national framework to plan for chemical accidents. LEPCs are supposed to identify
chemical hazards in their communities, develop emergency response plans, and
maintain a community focus on chemical safety, risk reduction, and accident preven-
tion.

According to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), there are more
than 3,000 known LEPCs around the nation.! Unfortunately, it is not clear how
many of these LEPCs are active and carrying out their missions. When the EPA
surveyed the LEPCs in 2008, it sent out 2,357 surveys and received 939 responses,
an approximately 40 percent return rate.2 One of the IAFC’s missions is to work
with community LEPCs and local pipeline operators to make sure that communities
are prepared in case of a pipeline emergencies.

The IAFC is using a Community Safety-Emergency Planning Response and Out-
reach (CS-EPRO) grant from the Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Adminis-
tration’s (PHMSA) to bolster LEPCs and help them prepare for incidents in their
communities. The CS-EPRO grant is designed to prepare communities for hazardous
materials incidents, including those involving pipelines, and focuses particularly on
rural areas. The local fire department, local emergency planners and LEPC will play
a leading role in this effort.

The CS-EPRO grant will help local first responders, emergency planners and
LEPCs learn about the hazardous materials in their jurisdictions and communicate
with industry to coordinate response plans. This will ultimately allow local leaders
to better communicate information about these hazards to the public. The effort also
will educate citizens living in rural communities about nearby pipelines, rail lines
and facilities. In addition, it will help local citizens prepare to take action in the
case of a pipeline incident, including what to do in case of an evacuation order. The
IAFC intends to use these grants to develop best practices that other LEPCs can
gse to prepare their communities for pipeline and other hazardous materials inci-

ents.

The IAFC also is working with the American Petroleum Institute (API) to update
its recommended practice for Public Awareness Programs for Pipeline Operators
(API Recommended Practice 1162). We have found that the pipeline industry, espe-

1 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 2008 Nationwide Survey of Local Emergency Plan-
ning Committees, 4.
2Ibid.
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cially the operators of major transmission lines are proactive in conducting outreach
to local communities to help them learn about the risks relating to their pipelines.
Many companies will provide training for fire departments that have transmission
pipelines in their jurisdictions. The IAFC recommends that fire chiefs reach out to
the pipeline operators in their jurisdictions to identify local pipelines, learn about
the risks involved with them, and utilize “train the trainer” and other educational
programs that the pipeline operators provide.

TRAINING/EXERCISES

Once pipeline response plans are developed, they cannot just be left on a shelf.
The local pipeline operators, local fire departments, emergency planners, and other
LEPC members must engage in regular exercises to prepare for a possible incident.
Training and exercises identify weaknesses in plans and help communities revise
them. More importantly, they bring the emergency response officials together ahead
of time to coordinate operations before an actual incident. Pipeline response oper-
ations can be complicated and it is important that all of the participants have met
before the day of the disaster.

According to the National Fire Protection Association, 60 percent of fire depart-
ments provide hazmat response, but have not formally trained their personnel for
these operations.3 The IAFC has developed the following resources to help fire de-
partments train and respond to pipeline incidents:

e The Rural Guide for Rail and the Pipeline Incident Guide offer guidance on
working with key players to create or revise emergency response plans for rail
and pipeline emergencies.

e The Rail Emergency and Pipeline Incident Information Visor Cards provide a
place to record important information during pipeline incidents.

The IAFC also worked with the National Association of State Fire Marshals to
develop online training to help local fire departments familiarize themselves with
the basics of pipeline emergency response. Online training is especially important
for rural volunteer fire departments, which may not be able to send personnel to
in-person training that is out of the region.

In addition, the IAFC is cooperating with TransCanada to help communities pre-
pare for pipeline incidents. We have worked with jurisdictions to develop a pipeline
annex to their emergency operations plans. This planning uses a whole community-
approach to bring together the pipeline operators, first responders and other com-
munity leaders. In some cases, we have hosted town hall meetings to better inform
the public about the location of a pipeline and the potential effects of an incident.
After six months have passed, we return to the communities to conduct tabletop ex-
ercises that allow communities to test their plans and improve their preparedness
for an actual incident. Overall, we have implemented this program in 16 commu-
nities since the program started in 2015.

EQUIPMENT

Fire departments need to make sure that they are equipped to handle a pipeline
incident. However, they must make sure that they purchase equipment consistent
with their emergency operations plan. In many jurisdictions, a fire department may
be focused on mitigating the risk of a pipeline incident, like treating casualties or
putting out resulting structure fires. They may be able to rely upon a regional
hazmat response team, the pipeline operator’s emergency response team or a neigh-
boring metropolitan fire department to resolve the actual leak or rupture. The Fed-
eral Emergency Management Agency’s Assistance to Firefighters Grant (AFG) pro-
gram and the Staffing for Adequate Fire and Emergency Response (SAFER) grant
program provide matching grants for equipment, training and staffing to help local
fire departments prepare for incidents like pipeline ruptures.

CONCLUSION

I thank you for the opportunity to testify at today’s hearing on pipeline safety.
As the committee examines reauthorizing the pipeline safety programs at PHMSA,
the IAFC recommends that the committee consider the following actions:

1.) Promote coordination between local authorities and pipeline opera-
tors. Local coordination is key to preventing pipeline incidents and having
successful responses in the cases of incidents. Local fire chiefs should work
with the pipeline operators to identify where pipelines are and what risks they
entail. The fire department should access both online and in-person training

3 National Fire Protection Association, Fourth Needs Assessment of The U.S. Fire Service, viii.
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that is provided by the pipeline operator. LEPCs provide tools for bringing the
whole community together to prepare for a pipeline or other hazmat incident.
Unfortunately, we do not have a clear picture of how many LEPCs are func-
tioning effectively or how many need help.

We ask that Congress appropriate funding for the Pipeline Safety Information
Grants to Communities, so that they might serve as a useful tool for re-ener-
gizing LEPCs. The IAFC recommends removing the prohibition on non-profit
groups, because a community non-profit group might be used to administer a
LEPC and there are some volunteer fire departments across the country that
are classified as non-profit organizations.

Support training and exercise programs that bring stakeholders to-
gether. It is important that the local officials and the pipeline operators do
not meet for the first time at the incident scene. They must develop emergency
response plans ahead of time and share information on how they will operate
in an emergency. Also, local officials and pipeline operators must meet and ex-
ercise these plans on an annual basis. These plans are not just bureaucratic
documents; they set out important lifesaving operations in a moment of crisis.
PHMSA’s Community Safety grants provide an incentive for public and pri-
vate stakeholders to meet, develop emergency response plans and exercise
them. The IAFC also supports both public and private efforts to develop online
and in-person training for fire departments to prepare for pipeline incidents.
We also ask that Congress appropriate funding for these programs in Fiscal
Year (FY) 2020.

Support funding for equipment and training for local fire depart-
ments. Fire departments, especially in rural jurisdictions, may not have the
equipment or training to respond to a complex incident like a pipeline rupture.
Federal programs, like the AFG and SAFER program, provide matching
grants to help local jurisdictions prepare for all hazards, including pipeline in-
cidents. We appreciate Congress funding these programs at $350 million each
in FY 2019, and ask that you increase funding for the programs to $405 mil-
lion for each program in FY 2020.

The IAFC looks forward to working with the subcommittee as it reauthorizes
PHMSA'’s pipeline safety programs. On behalf of America’s fire chiefs, I thank you
for hosting today’s hearing and examining issues to ensure the safety of the nation’s
Eipeline infrastructure. I look forward to answering any questions that you may

ave.

Mr. LipiNskI. Thank you, Chief.

Next, I will recognize for 5 minutes Mr. Kuprewicz.

(11\/11". KuprEwicZz. Thank you for the opportunity to comment
today.

Mr. LipINSKI. Make sure your microphone is on.

Mr. KUPREWICZ. I am president of Accufacts Incorporated, based
in Redmond, Washington.

I have authored numerous papers on pipeline safety, with the
most recent a March 22, 2019, paper for West Whiteland Township,
Pennsylvania, identifying possible intrastate transmission pipeline
safety regulations for that State. My provided CV should easily
demonstrate my qualifications to testify today on additional pipe-
line safety needs.

Since my time is limited, I will focus on six major regulatory
issues that I believe should be addressed by Congress in any
PHMSA reauthorization effort.

Item 1: Congress should eliminate the unique requirement that
PHMSA show that, for any proposed new safety regulations, the
safety benefits outweigh the cost. Pipeline events are usually low-
probability, very high-consequence events that are not adequately
or appropriately captured using cost-benefit analysis.

Recent pipeline failures have demonstrated how quickly the con-
sequences of pipeline failure can easily exceed multiple billions,

2.

~

3.
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with a “B,” of dollars. Much-needed improvements in pipeline safe-
ty regulation are being delayed or prevented by this unique re-
quirement, and Congress should remove this obstructive approach
from PHMSA'’s safety rulemaking obligation.

Major item 2: Additional liquid and gas transmission integrity
management regulation improvements are needed. Initial perform-
ance-based pipeline safety regulations for transmission pipelines
promulgated in the early 2000s, known as TIMP 1, are not working
as intended. My experience investigating too many recent liquid
and gas pipeline ruptures indicates that TIMP 1 needs serious im-
provement.

After a considerable number of years of effort, PHMSA developed
suggested transmission integrity management improvements, often
identified as TIMP 2, for transmission pipelines, both liquid and
gas. These suggested improved regulations have been stalled for
the last couple of years.

Major item 3: Current area classification regulations for gas
transmission pipeline safety regulations should not be changed or
weakened. Given the current weakness and incomplete state of
TIMP regulations, I cannot recommend nor suggest weakening cur-
rent safety factors established by existing area classification regu-
lations for gas transmission pipelines.

Major item 4: Gas gathering minimum pipeline safety regulation
needs serious improvement. Recent gathering pipeline rupture fail-
ures clearly demonstrate that minimum Federal pipeline safety
regulations are clearly not working in this area and improvements
are warranted.

I recommend the regulatory efforts in this area focus on three
issues: simplifying the definition of “gas gathering”; two, requiring
all gathering lines to meet minimum standards meant to protect
the public; three, follow similar integrity management processes re-
lated to TIMP 2 PHMSA-developed improvements.

Gas gathering pipeline rupture failure dynamics and actual im-
pact areas are the same as that of gas transmission pipelines. The
public should thus also be made aware of gas gathering infrastruc-
ture in their area, protected by basic, commonsense standards,
such as one-call mapping requirements, integrity management,
and, yes, emergency response, that already apply to similar risk
transmission pipelines.

Major item 5: Release detection regulation should focus on two
efforts—one, remote rapid rupture release identification; and, two,
leak releases which require different technical approaches than
that for ruptures. Remote release detection is a reasonable idea
and should be advanced by new, prudent pipeline safety regula-
}ions that encourage the application and development of such ef-
orts.

And, lastly, major item 6: Regulations for the placement of re-
mote-operated main line valving for liquid and gas pipelines are
badly needed. Valves play an important safety role in the event of
pipeline rupture. It is time to incorporate clear requirements for
such valving into pipeline safety regulations.

Thank you for your time today, and I look forward to being of
some assistance to the committee in the future. Thank you.

[Mr. Kuprewicz’s prepared statement follows:]
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————

Prepared Statement of Richard B. Kuprewicz, President, Accufacts Inc.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment today. My name is Richard B.
Kuprewicz and I am president of Accufacts Inc., a consulting firm based at 8151
164th Avenue, NE, Redmond, WA 98052. I specialize in all aspects of hydrocarbon-
based pipelines. I have over forty-five years of investigative experience and am a
chemical engineer with additional skills in process safety management, developed
from many years of operational and engineering experience. I have consulted for
various local, state, and federal agencies, NGOs, the public, and pipeline industry
members on pipeline regulation, operation, and design, with particular emphasis on
operation in unusually sensitive areas of high population density or environmental
sensitivity.

I have authored numerous papers on pipeline safety with the most recent a March
22, 2019 paper for West Whiteland Township, PA identifying possible liquid intra-
state transmission pipeline safety regulations for that state. That recent paper takes
on special significance as it relates to a series of highly volatile liquid transmission
pipelines called Mariner East, designed to move liquid ethane, propane, and butane
across the state, through many highly populated and sensitive areas. My provided
CV should easily demonstrate my qualification to testify today on additional pipe-
line safety needs.

Since my time is limited today, I will focus on six major pipeline regulatory issues
}hat I believe should be addressed by Congress in any PHMSA reauthorization ef-
ort:

1) Congress should eliminate the unique requirement that PHMSA show that for any
proposed new pipeline safety regulation the safety benefits outweigh the costs.

Pipeline events are usually low probability, very high consequence events that are
not adequately or appropriately captured using cost/benefit analysis. I have ob-
served that such an unwarranted hurdle requirement seriously delays the imple-
mentation of many important and prudent pipeline safety regulations. Recent pipe-
line failures have demonstrated how quickly the consequence of pipeline failure can
easily exceed multiple billions of dollars. Much needed improvements in pipeline
safety regulation are being delayed or prevented, and Congress should remove this
obstructive approach from PHMSA'’s safety rulemaking obligations.

2) Additional Liquid and Gas Transmission Integrity Management Regulation im-
provements are needed.

Initial performance-based transmission pipeline safety regulations for liquid and
gas transmission pipelines promulgated in the early 2000’s (known as TIMP 1) are
not working as intended. My experience investigating too many recent liquid and
gas pipeline ruptures in high consequence areas, indicates that TIMP 1 for liquid
or gas transmission pipelines needs serious improvement. After a considerable num-
ber of years of effort, PHMSA developed, along with industry, state regulators, and
various public parties, suggested transmission integrity management improvements
often identified as TIMP 2 for liquid and gas transmission pipelines. These sug-
gested improved regulations have been stalled for the last couple of years. Integrity
management safety approaches are just not that complicated. In 2016, I provided
written public comments on the TIMP 2 PHMSA proposed rules, part of the larger
rule makings on hazardous liquid and gas transmission pipelines that started back
in 2010 and 2011.1

I see the need for more prescriptive minimum pipeline safety regulations in sev-
eral important TIMP regulatory areas as follows:

a. the general location of HCAs should be conveyed to the public,

b. require improved threat and anomaly reporting performance metrics to assist

in transparency and to monitor TIMP performance and effectiveness,

c. clarify in regulation the current strengths and weakness of the four allowed as-

sessment methods codified in regulation for pipeline threats, which consists of:

i. internal inspection tool or tools (usually ILI),

ii. pressure test (i.e., hydrotesting),

iii. external corrosion direct assessment for liquid, direct assessment for exter-
nal, internal, or stress corrosion cracking for gas pipelines,

1Richard B. Kuprewicz, “Pipeline Safety Comments on the Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
Liquid Pipeline Integrity Management (“IM”), Docket No. PHMSA-2010-229 (“NPRM”),” Janu-
ary 7, 2016, and “Comments on the Notice of Proposed Rulemaking Pipeline Safety: Safety of
Gas Transmission and Gathering Pipelines, Docket No. PHMSA-2011-0023 (“NPRM”),” July 7,
2016.
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iv. other technology that can provide an equivalent understanding of the condi-
tion.

d. add “shall” wording to establish minimum management of change (“MOC”)

process requirements, an important component of TIMP.

Given too many pipeline ruptures where the operator claimed failure to know
their pipeline was in a high consequence area (“HCA”), regulators and the public
clearly have a right to know and verify what an operator is identifying as an HCA
(they really aren’t that difficult to determine and are not secret). If this important
first step in TIMP isn’t correct, there are most likely other shortcomings in a com-
pany’s TIMP approach.

PHMSA also needs to take advantage of new software technology to require that
operators report the location of important required anomalies needing mitigation,
using pipeline mapping technology that can quickly help to identify pipeline sys-
temic threats, well before they go to rupture failure, a primary object of TIMP.

The broad misinformation by many in the industry (either due to lack of experi-
ence or intentional deception) concerning the strengths and weaknesses of each of
the four assessment methods listed in TIMP regulations needs to be addressed by
identifying the assessment method’s ability to handle the wide spectrum of threats
that may be on a pipeline segment. No one assessment method can handle the wide
spectrum of threats that might be on a pipeline segment. For example, I have inves-
tigated too many transmission pipeline ruptures that occurred following ILI inspec-
tions, that on further investigation are proving to be downright embarrassing to the
pipeline operators as well as disastrous and expensive.

Recent pipeline tragedies have also clearly confirmed that too many pipeline orga-
nizations are failing to incorporate important checks and balances to assure any
change in process or equipment has been prudently engineered and evaluated before
becoming operational. Management of Change (MOC) prescriptive steps should be
added into law driven by the use of a “shall” requirement. MOC should not rely on
industry practices or creative interpretation of such practices.

Note that I am not advising abandoning all performance-based approaches. For
example, the distribution integrity management program (or “DIMP”) regulations
require the reporting of important performance metrics that assist independent
analysis and transparency for regulators and the public. DIMP reporting is vastly
superior to current TIMP 1 regulation reporting requirements in assisting in per-
formance measurement and monitoring. Many gas distribution companies and some
state regulators have recognized the benefits of DIMP tracking utilizing newer ad-
vanced leak mapping technology which exceeds annual reporting requirements to
PHMSA and to states that are not utilizing such software tools in data analysis that
improves regulatory efficiency. While not required in federal pipeline safety regula-
tion, advanced software leak mapping technology is definitely helping analyze and
identify possible distribution pipeline systemic integrity hot spots, or threats, that
need more timely attention. PHMSA need to advance TIMP by requiring such map-
ping by anomaly type and condition.

3) Current area classification regulations for gas transmission pipeline safety regula-
tions should not be changed or weakened.

Given the current weaknesses and incomplete state of TIMP regulations, dem-
onstrated by the pipeline ruptures in HCAS under TIMP 1, I cannot recommend nor
suggest weakening current safety factors established by existing area classification
regulations for gas transmission pipelines. Suggestions to weaken or remove area
classification requirements have wisely met with much resistance from the public
and state regulators. I advise that no change be make in area classification regula-
tions until:

a. new TIMP 2 regulations have been properly incorporated into regulation,

b. these new regulations take effect, and

c. such new regulations demonstrate a track record that they are working, which

will take some time.

Weakening of gas area classification rules and their associated required additional
safety margins is imprudent and premature, especially given the current failings as-
sociated with TIMP 1 regulations.

4) Gas gathering minimum pipeline safety regulation needs serious improvement.

Given the rapid growth in gas gathering pipeline mileage across America from
shale gas development, and recent gathering pipeline rupture failures, minimum
federal pipeline regulations are clearly not working in this area, and improvements
are warranted. I recommend that regulatory efforts focus on:

a. simplifying and clarifying the definition of a gas gathering pipeline, and
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b. requiring all gathering lines to meet minimum standards meant to protect the
public such as One Call participation, line markers, operational and emergency
response plans, hazardous leak repairs, incident investigation, etc.

c. following similar integrity management processes related to TIMP 2 PHMSA
developed improvements.

Gas gathering pipeline rupture failure dynamics and actual impact areas are the
same as that of gas transmission pipelines. The public should thus also be made
aware of gas gathering infrastructure in their area, protected by basic common
sense standards that already apply to similar risk transmission pipelines, and inclu-
sion of Integrity management (IM) efforts to avoid rupture.

5) Release detection regulation should focus on two efforts: (1) remote rapid rupture
release identification, and (2) leak releases which require different technical ap-
proaches than that for ruptures.

I have observed that probably no other subject has generated more confusion,
frustration, and concern across all parties, than the subject of remote release detec-
tion for pipelines. Remote release detection is a reasonable idea and it is going to
take some effort as it is a severe technical challenge in many systems to make such
systems reliable. Development of such technology, whether for rupture or leak detec-
tion, is advanced by prudent pipeline safety regulations that encourage the applica-
tion and development of such efforts. Such regulation is similar to efforts encour-
aging initial pipeline ILI use and advancement, which started some forty years ago.

Because of factors such as pipeline inventory and thermodynamics, pressure drop
is not a timely nor reliable method of release detection in an operating pipeline,
even for pipeline ruptures, the high rate releases from large pipeline openings
caused by pipe fracture mechanics. I thus recommend in the area of release detec-
tion that regulation focus on two approaches: (1) rapid remote detection and alarm
for pipeline ruptures based on properly determined transient flow dynamics, and (2)
on leak detection for lower rate releases that also are not going to be captured by
pressure loss. Leaks may not be as dangerous as ruptures, but nevertheless can be
dangerous or damaging to the environment. PHMSA needs to pursue the different
technical approaches needed for the remote identification of ruptures and leaks.

6) Regulations for the placement of remote operated mainline valving for liquid and
gas pipelines are badly needed.

Many parties fail to understand the complications associated with developing reg-
ulations for mainline valving on pipelines. I recommend that mainline valve regula-
tion advancements focus on both timely action and response for both liquid and gas
pipelines, as such valves play an important safety role in the event of pipeline rup-
ture.

CONCLUSIONS

Congress needs to remove the unique cost/benefit analysis hurdle imposed on
PHMSA preventing this agency from quickly promulgating sound pipeline safety
regulation. PHMSA also needs to advance the TIMP 2 regulations in which years
of technical effort, analysis, and discussion have already been invested. TIMP 2 reg-
ulatory changes represent reasonable compromise that will improve the performance
and effectiveness of pipeline safety regulations for both transmission and gas gath-
ering. The test for such possible regulations will lie in whether proposed rulemaking
in these areas remains simple and easy to understand, as well as enforceable. We
are talking in most cases about steel tubes, so technically, safety rulemaking should
also be fairly simple and concise. If the regulations are becoming too long or com-
plex, I highly recommend that the regulatory effort needs to be reevaluated as other
agendas may be afoot. TIMP safety process are just not that complicated.

Let’s also not lose sight of the fact that PHMSA has done good work in other tech-
nical areas, such as the research related to crack threat assessments from vintage
Low Frequency Electric Resistance Welded, or LF-ERW pipe. PHMSA’s research ef-
forts in vintage ERW crack research and assessment helped to publicly identify
proper assessment/engineering approaches that should be used to avoid pipeline
rupture from this category of threats with a long history of failure as ruptures.
PHMSA'’s efforts in this area have helped spread the word on what, until this re-
search effort was completed, was a pipeline risk clearly understood by only a hand-
ful of subject matter experts in this pipeline field.

PHMSA’s promulgation of DIMP regulations is an excellent example of marrying
prescriptive with performance metrics. that have improved distribution pipeline
safety. Advancements in computer software mapping/reporting technology not read-
ably available during original passage of DIMP regulation, now permit efficiency in
evaluating pipeline systems in an attempt to improve pipeline safety via certain gas
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leak performance measures. Such mapping approaches are now at the level where
it should be included in TIMP 2 as well as DIMP pipeline safety regulations.
Thank you for your time today.

Mr. LipiNsKI. Thank you, Mr. Kuprewicz.

The Chair now recognizes Mr. Rorick for 5 minutes.

Mr. RorICK. Thank you, Chairman Lipinski, Ranking Member
Crawford, and members of the subcommittee, for having API here
today to speak about our industry’s proactive efforts in pipeline
safety and our priorities for pipeline safety reauthorization.

My name is Robin Rorick, and I serve as the vice president for
midstream and industry operations at the American Petroleum In-
stitute, the trade association of more than 620 members rep-
resenting all segments of the oil and natural gas industry. In my
role, I am responsible for issues related to the gathering, proc-
essing, storage, and transportation of oil and natural gas and their
products.

Pipelines remain one of the safest ways to deliver energy we use
every day. However, to reach our industry’s goal of zero incidents
and ensure consumer access to clean, abundant, and affordable en-
ergy, it is imperative that the regulatory environment and the
Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration be posi-
tioned to meet current and future pipeline safety challenges.

Although we recognize and appreciate PHMSA’s efforts to imple-
ment past congressional mandates, more work needs to be done to
institute practical and performance-based regulations for pipelines
and LNG facilities.

Thus, as Congress considers the reauthorization of PHMSA and
other safety programs, we encourage strong consideration of indus-
try priorities that will maximize our investment in people, tech-
nology, and safety culture to effectively advance safety.

Right now, the United States leads the world in the production
of oil and natural gas and, at the same time, is the global leader
in the reduction of carbon dioxide emissions, which are at their
lowest levels in 25 years. In the past decade, we have transitioned
from an era of energy scarcity and dependence to one of energy
abundance and security.

This energy renaissance has helped create greater job opportuni-
ties for American workers, bolster U.S. manufacturing, strengthen
our economy, and enhance our national security interests. And it
has helped U.S. families save on their energy bills. In the last dec-
ade, U.S. healthcare spending grew by over 70 percent and edu-
cation spending increased over 50 percent while household energy
spending declined by 10 percent.

Pipelines are critical to ensuring that consumers keep feeling the
benefits of our Nation’s vast energy resources, and they are one of
the most efficient ways to safely deliver the energy that Americans
use every day.

It is estimated that increased investment in our Nation’s energy
infrastructure, including pipelines, is a $1 trillion proposition that
could support 1 million jobs per year through 2035 and add up to
$100 billion to our GDP annually.

Protecting the public and the environment is the top priority for
pipeline and LNG operators and a central component to the design,
construction, operation, and maintenance of energy infrastructure.
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Ultimately, the development of a comprehensive safety system
must continue to be the product of a shared commitment from our
regulator, industry, and other stakeholders. Together, we can effec-
tively focus on appropriate prevention and response practices
through an application of regulations, leading industry practices,
the use of technology, and alignment on research priorities.

At the direction of Congress, PHMSA has been working on the
development of several significant safety regulations for oil and
natural gas pipelines. API and its members appreciate the empha-
sis PHMSA has placed on addressing congressional mandates and
NTSB recommendations through these rulemakings.

Based on the robust, transparent, and balanced Pipeline Advi-
sory Committee process that these regulations underwent, we sup-
port the publication of the final gas transmission and hazardous
liquid rule, the last of which was recently submitted to OMB.

However, for other remaining significant safety rulemakings, in-
cluding repair criteria for oil pipelines, class locations for gas pipe-
lines, and LNG facilities safety, we would ask that PHMSA not lose
sight of the importance of a holistic, performance-based regulatory
approach that maximizes the industry’s ability to use the latest ad-
vances in new technologies and engineering techniques to manage
safety risks.

As an industry, we are committed to safety in all of our oper-
ations and consider regulations a base from which to build. API
continues to develop and revise critical standards following the ac-
creditation process of the American National Standards Institute,
or ANSI.

One in particular, API Recommended Practice 1173 on pipeline
safety management systems, is critical in providing a foundational
framework for managing complex operations. Through strong com-
mitment and aggressive implementation of this voluntary program,
RP 1173 has helped many of our pipeline operators effectively man-
age risk, promote best practices, continuously improve safety and
performance, and build a strong organizational safety culture.

Let me close by once more emphasizing that the oil and natural
gas industry is committed to promoting safety in all of its oper-
ations while it strives to ensure that American families and busi-
nesses can safely and efficiently access affordable and reliable en-
ergy.

Again, thank you for the opportunity to appear before you today,
and I am happy to answer any questions that you may have.

[Mr. Rorick’s prepared statement follows:]

———

Prepared Statement of Robin Rorick, Vice President of Midstream and
Industry Operations, American Petroleum Institute

Good morning Chairman Lipinski, Ranking Member Crawford, and Members of
the Subcommittee. Thank you for the opportunity to speak today about our indus-
try’s proactive efforts in pipeline safety and our priorities for Pipeline Safety Reau-
thorization. Pipelines remain one of the safest ways to deliver the energy we use
every day. However, to maintain this strong safety record and ensure consumer ac-
cess to clean, abundant, and affordable energy, it is imperative that the regulatory
environment and the Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration
(PHMSA) address current and future safety challenges. We recognize and appreciate
PHMSA'’s efforts to implement past Congressional mandates, but more work needs
to be done to institute practical and performance-based regulations. Thus, as Con-
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gress considers the reauthorization of PHMSA and other safety programs, we en-
courage strong consideration of industry priorities that will maximize our invest-
ment in people, technology, and safety culture to effectively advance pipeline safety.

The American Petroleum Institute (API) is the only national trade association rep-
resenting all facets of the oil and natural gas industry, which supports 10.3 million
jobs and 8 percent of the U.S. economy. API’s more than 625 members include large
integrated companies, as well as exploration and production, refining, marketing,
pipeline, and marine businesses and service and supply firms. As Vice President of
API Midstream and Industry Operations, I am responsible for all energy infrastruc-
ture issues, including those related to the gathering, processing, storage, and trans-
portation of oil and natural gas.

ENERGY SECURITY

The United States leads the world in the production of oil and natural gas! and,
at the same time, is the global leader in the reduction of carbon dioxide emissions,
which are at their lowest levels in a generation.2 Additionally, carbon dioxide emis-
sions from electricity generation have declined 26 percent since 2005 and are near
their lowest levels in 30 years; more than 60 percent of the decrease in power gen-
eration-related CO2 emissions since 2005 was due to fuel switching to natural gas.3
In the past decade, we have transitioned from an era of energy scarcity and depend-
ence to one of energy abundance and security. In 2008, the U.S. was producing only
five million barrels per day of oil. As of this month, the U.S. is producing a record
12 million barrels per day+4, more than doubling production. The Permian Basin in
West Texas is a perfect example of this growth in production, pumping out over four
million barrels of oil and natural gas liquids per day—quadruple its production from
just eight years ago. Along with this growth in production, there’s been a cor-
responding growth in U.S. crude and petroleum product exports, which reached a
record high of nine million barrels per day in November.5 A similar transformation
has occurred in natural gas production, which has grown by over 50 percent since
2008.6 This energy renaissance has helped U.S. families save on their energy bills,
created greater job opportunities for American workers, bolstered U.S. manufac-
turing, strengthened our economy, and helped to enhance our national security in-
terests abroad. While in the last decade healthcare and education spending has in-
creased by over 70 and 50 percent, respectively, household energy spending in
America has declined by 10 percent.

The benefits of the oil and natural gas we produce here in the U.S. also provide
benefits far beyond our borders. None of this would be possible were it not for the
midstream sector of our industry, which ensures that we can get oil and natural
gas from the areas where they are produced to where they are processed, refined
and ultimately used. Our energy infrastructure is a critical component of the oil and
natural gas supply chain, consisting of terminals, underground and above ground
storage facilities, pipelines, railcars, trucks, ships, and marine vessels. Ensuring we
have a robust energy infrastructure system that keeps pace with growing production
and demand is essential to helping provide American families and businesses with
reliable access to affordable energy. A 2017 study found that the U.S. will need up
to $1.3 trillion in energy infrastructure investment through 2035. This investment,
on average, will annually support up to 1 million jobs and add up to $100 billion
to GDP.” Whether it is powering our nation’s electricity grid, delivering natural gas
to heat homes during harsh winters, or providing emergency fuel for first respond-
ers during natural disasters, this investment will ensure that these critical fuels are
delivered when and where they are needed most.

COMMITMENT TO PIPELINE SAFETY

Industry’s commitment to safe operations is evident by the strong safety record
of the pipeline system that delivers oil, natural gas and petroleum products. Pro-
tecting the public and the environment 1s the top priority for pipeline operators and
a central component to pipeline design, construction and maintenance. Ultimately,
the development of a comprehensive pipeline safety system is the product of a
shared commitment from key entities in the stakeholder community. The first ele-

1 https://www.eia.gov/beta/international/
2U.S. DOE, Energy Information Administration, Monthly Energy Review March 2019.
3https://www.eia.gov/environment/emissions/carbon/
40U.S. DOE, Energy Information Administration, Weekly U.S. Field Production of Crude Oil
5U.S. DOE, Energy Information Administration, Weekly Petroleum Status Report
( 6U.}Sli )DOE, Energy Information Administration, U.S. Natural Gas Marketed Production
monthly
7ICF, “U.S. 0Oil and Gas Infrastructure Investment Through 2035” (2017)
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ment involves the federal and state governments, which provide the safety regula-
tions for the industry. Next is the contribution of the industry trade associations
that, with the help of other stakeholders, help to develop industry guidance, rec-
ommendations and best practices. The third key entity are individual companies,
who make the commitment to develop and implement effective safety programs.
While each of these functions are critically important to advancing safety in the
pipeline industry, the true effectiveness of the pipeline safety program exists be-
cause these three functions complement one another through the coordination and
collaboration of all three of these entities.

API, our allied oil and natural gas trades, and members are fully committed to
maintaining the highest standards and establishing a strong foundation with the
public by continually striving for improvement through enhanced safety operations.
And while greater than 99 percent of oil, natural gas and their products reach their
destination without incident, pipeline companies are striving to address the remain-
ing fraction of a percent to reach our shared industry-wide goal of zero incidents.
The industry’s ability to continually advance the safety of oil and natural gas pipe-
line operations is based on three critical elements: (1) people, (2) technology and (3)
safety culture. Each of these is intertwined with the others to create a comprehen-
sive and cohesive safety program. Education and training are constantly provided
to industry employees to ensure they can operate the latest and greatest tech-
nologies. Similarly, employees are committed to developing a culture of safety that
is continually assessed and improved. This three-pronged approach is designed first
and foremost to prevent an incident from ever happening, but also ensures that the
industry is prepared for any incident and can effectively respond in the rare in-
stance that an incident occurs.

Although API and its members appreciate the emphasis PHMSA has placed re-
cently on addressing mandates and National Transportation Safety Board (NTSB)
recommendations, we strongly encourage PHMSA to act in a timely manner and not
lose sight of the importance of a holistic, performance-based regulatory approach
that maximizes the industry’s ability to use the latest advances in new technologies
and techniques to manage pipeline safety risk. To that end, API and its members
strongly supported the collaborative approach to review and finalize regulations
through the Advisory Committee process and encourages PHMSA to publish the
transmission proposals as voted on by the Gas Pipeline Advisory Committee (GPAC)
and Liquid Pipeline Advisory Committees (LPAC) and expeditiously carry out a
similar review process for a class location and repair criteria rulemaking. The Advi-
sory Committee process is a transparent and balanced forum that has demonstrated
the ability to build consensus around complex regulatory issues, including the pend-
ing gas and liquid transmission pipeline safety regulations. This forum will also be
an ideal forum for the gathering lines discussions that are scheduled to begin later
this year. Recently, several organizations that participated in the GPAC meetings
sent a letter to Secretary of Transportation Elaine Chao to express our support for
quickly publishing a final gas transmission rule to address outstanding congres-
sional mandates. The signatories included multiple industry associations as well as
public safety advocacy groups. Such consensus would not have been possible prior
to the GPAC discussions.

THE IMPORTANCE OF API PIPELINE STANDARDS

Safety is a core value of the oil and natural gas industry. Our operators are com-
mitted to enhancing the safety of our workers and protecting the community and
environment. At API, we establish industry standards and disseminate best prac-
tices across the industry to ensure the highest level of safety and achieve our collec-
tive goal of operating with zero incidents. Since 1924, API has been the leader in
developing voluntary, consensus-based, internationally recognized, industry stand-
ards that promote safety and reliability. Our standards program is accredited by the
American National Standards Institute (ANSI), the same organization that accredits
similar programs at several national laboratories. In creating these industry con-
sensus standards and recommended practices (RPs), API partners with the best and
brightest technical experts from government, academia, and industry. This work
supports the fulfillment of the National Technology Transfer and Advancement Act
(NTTAA), which mandates that federal agencies use technical standards developed
and adopted by voluntary consensus standards bodies, as opposed to using govern-
ment-unique standards. Currently, API has more than 600 standards that are used
globally by oil and natural gas operators. Here in the U.S., these standards are ref-
erenced more than 650 times in federal regulations, covering multiple government
agencies, including PHMSA. Additionally, API’s standards are the most widely cited
petroleum industry standards by state regulators, with 240 API standards cited over
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4,130 times in state-based regulations. Finally, API’s standards are also the most
Widel}; cited standards by international regulators in the 14 major producing re-
gions.

Despite the current lack of certainty in the regulatory process, the industry is not
standing idly by. API continues to develop and revise critical standards and rec-
ommended practices for prevention, mitigation, and response activities to address
pipeline safety. Specifically, API has developed a number of standards to address
pipeline safety in close coordination with subject matter experts from government,
academia and industry. API RP 1173, Pipeline Safety Management Systems, pro-
vides the framework for managing complex operations with safety as the top pri-
ority. It provides operators with established guidelines to manage risk, promote best
practices, continuously improve safety performance and build a strong organiza-
tional safety culture from the leader of a company all the way to an individual
working in the field Safety culture must be organically strengthened from within
an organization, which is why a voluntary regime is so important for the industry’s
implementation of SMS. As U.S. production continues to grow and pipeline capacity
does as well to keep pace, operators are motivated to develop a management system
that ensures new pipelines are built to the appropriate specifications, keeping safety
a priority. API RP 1177, Steel Pipeline Construction Quality Management Systems,
outlines the steps needed for constructing safe steel pipelines, from purchasing the
correct material to completing the right inspections prior to initiating operation.

While pipeline operators are taking significant steps to meet the goal of zero inci-
dents, they must have a comprehensive mitigation strategy to reduce the impact
should a release occur. Developed with industry, regulator and broader stakeholder
input, API RP 1175, Pipeline Leak Detection—Program Management, outlines how
to use multiple leak detection tools—such as aerial overflights, ground patrols, and
computational pipeline monitoring—to create a robust and holistic program to iden-
tify a leak as soon as it occurs. In addition, the RP encourages senior leaders within
companies to enforce a leak detection culture that promotes safety. Properly trained
employees will also aid in mitigating incidents. Pipeline operator qualifications (0Q)
ensure companies properly prepare their personnel to perform high-risk duties, and
continuous testing to verify the skills of qualified employees is a critical effort of
operators. API has also developed RP 1161, Pipeline Operator Qualification, to give
operators direction on ensuring those individuals performing high-risk tasks are ap-
propriately trained and competent.

Should an incident occur, pipeline operators are ready to respond. Through coordi-
nated emergency response programs with federal, state and local first responders
and agencies, operators ensure timely, seamless and effective responses. API RP
1174, Onshore Hazardous Liquid Pipeline Emergency Preparedness and Response,
completed by operators, regulators, and first responders, seeks to improve emer-
gency response capabilities by providing a management system framework for oper-
ators to ensure they are prepared to respond to any event in a coordinated way with
both our government and first responder partners in an efficient manner. These RPs
are just a few of the available documents developed in collaboration with federal
and state regulators, academics and interested stakeholders, which through effective
implementation and training will help improve safety across the industry.

PIPELINE SAFETY REAUTHORIZATION PRIORITIES

As stated earlier, to improve upon our strong safety record and reach our goal of
zero pipeline incidents, it is imperative that the regulatory environment and
PHMSA be positioned to meet current and future safety challenges. As such, there
are three priority areas where PHMSA reauthorization can support the shared ob-
jective of industry and the regulating agency in advancing pipeline safety.

Recognizing the Importance of Innovation and Technology

Within the current Administration, DOT and PHMSA have expressed a renewed
interest in innovation and technology. The leadership of both organizations continue
to place a great deal of importance on the use of inspection technology as a “trans-
formative” tool to advance the oil and natural gas pipeline industry’s safety perform-
ance and address remaining pipeline incidents. Thus it is imperative that PHMSA’s
regulations do not hamper an operator’s ability to address potential problems
through the application of the most innovative technology, critical engineering as-
sessment processes and fit-for-purpose repair criteria based on data and sound engi-
neering principles. Specifically, operators are required to conduct timely assess-
ments of pipeline integrity, and that may often be done effectively and efficiently

8 OGP Report No. 426, Regulators’ Use of Standards, March 2010
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with a new technology. However, companies may have a hesitation to do so, given
the burdensome approval process in the use of alternative safety technology. Estab-
lishing clear parameters and deadlines associated with PHMSA’s review, notifica-
tion, and approvals of alternative technology will help provide more certainty in the
process and allow operators to utilize the latest cutting-edge technologies to further
pipeline safety.

With this in mind, 50-year old regulations that only allow for new technologies
to be used one rulemaking at a time must be updated. While those regulations re-
flected the technology and best thinking available at the time of adoption, they have
not kept pace with advances in pipeline safety technology and modern engineering
practices. To PHMSA’s credit, over the last couple of decades, they have attempted
to pursue performance-based regulations versus prescriptive ones—in other words,
an approach that focuses on the desired outcomes (in this case, fewer incidents)
rather than prescriptive processes or procedures (i.e., operators must inspect their
pipe so many times every few years). This is compliant with direction provided by
the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) to give preference to performance-
based standards. A performance-based regulatory model allows operators to utilize
the latest advances in inspection and detection technologies as soon as it is prac-
ticable to focus on the desired outcome of fewer incidents. For instance, PHMSA
issued Integrity Management (IM) regulations that provide operators with the abil-
ity to use different in-line inspection (ILI) tools that are better at detecting a defect
in specific types of pipe.

In addition, PHMSA should be commended for considering updates to the class
location change regulations. With today’s processes and technologies, pipeline safety
can be managed effectively through data-driven inspection and maintenance, in-
stead of the arbitrary pipe replacements required by the current class location
change regulations. These unnecessary replacement projects can disrupt natural gas
service and require the release of up to 800 million standard cubic feet of natural
gas every year, which is equivalent to the annual natural gas use of over 12,000
homes. And each year the class location change regulations divert hundreds of mil-
lions of dollars towards replacing less than 75 miles of pipe. There are much more
productive ways to expend these substantial resources. For example, for the same
cost of replacing 75 miles of pipe, we could instead assess 25,000 miles with in-line
inspection tools that truly pose a risk of impacting people or the environment.

Modernizing PHMSA and Regulations

As PHMSA and the energy industry together continue to drive toward our shared
goal of zero pipeline incidents, a modernized regulator with the necessary tools,
well-trained staff, and streamlined programs can bring needed certainty and consist-
ency into the regulatory and oversight process. While the oil and natural gas indus-
try continues to work proactively, through our standards development process and
collaboration with regulators and other stakeholders, to achieve our goal of zero in-
cidents, there are additional regulatory reforms that we believe will help to further
enhance pipeline safety.

A performance-based approach recognizes that there is great variability through-
out the industry and that a one-size-fits-all approach could prevent the development
of more company or operations specific engineering assessment options that most ef-
fectively manage and advance safety. For example, currently 49 Code of Federal
Regulations (CFR) Part 193 safety regulations for liquefied natural gas (LNG) facili-
ties does not provide a risk-based alternative for establishing important mainte-
nance programs. The regulations were originally written decades ago to capture
siting, design, construction, operation and maintenance for small-scale peak shaving
type facilities. The current regulation is not sufficiently scalable or flexible to ad-
dress a broader spectrum of operations including large-scale export facilities. This
could result in unnecessary, costly and overly burdensome prescriptive requirements
that do not enhance safety on these facilities. PHMSA should consider risk-based/
process safety management options in Part 193 rulemaking that allows operators
to prioritize critical resources to take a risk-informed integrity management ap-
proach for inspection and corrosion control at LNG facilities.

There are other areas where outdated regulations also drive inefficiencies and re-
source allocation to less impactful safety priorities. For example, in current regula-
tions, pipeline operators are required to report pipeline incidents if they meet cer-
tain conditions, including a clean-up cost of $50,000 or higher. However, PHMSA
set this threshold in 1984 and has not updated it for inflation since. As such, inci-
dent reporting based on the current day costs would allow pipeline operators to bet-
ter utilize and allocate resources, toward more significant incidents. Keeping pace,
C(ng‘ress should require PHMSA to adjust its incident reporting dollar threshold for
inflation.
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Additionally, there are more than 650 API standards referenced in Federal regu-
lation. As these standards are improved through the American National Standards
Institute (ANSI)-accredited process at a minimum of every 5 years, Federal regula-
tions often are unable to be updated in a timely manner to reflect these important
leading practices within the industry. Currently, approximately 50 percent of the in-
stances where PHMSA cites API standards are not referencing the most recent
version of those standards. As API standards are updated or new ones are devel-
oped, PHMSA should execute a more timely and frequent review process that can
use the existing rulemaking processes to incorporate by reference the latest edition
or the first edition of appropriate standards.

Our industry continues to place a great deal of emphasis and resources on re-
search and development. Specifically, improvements to pipeline integrity inspection
capabilities are a strategic objective that have driven our industry to invest in fur-
thering in-line inspection tool detection, ultimately preventing incidents from occur-
ring. For example, API is facilitating a more dynamic and interactive process be-
tween pipeline operators and technology vendors to ensure there is a unified ap-
proach to addressing challenges and maintaining the focus on achieving safer pipe-
lines. As such, industry stands willing to explore opportunities to further strengthen
collaboration with PHMSA on research and development, collectively shaping a
longer-term strategy that drives innovation, informs regulations, and ultimately im-
proves pipeline safety performance.

Lastly, the oil and natural gas industry strives to have well trained and qualified
PHMSA pipeline inspectors to help bring certainty and consistency to the inspection
and enforcement of federal pipeline safety regulations. However, pipeline inspectors
frequently come into PHMSA with limited pipeline safety experience, and those that
already have or gain experience often depart the agency to pursue more lucrative
opportunities. As such, similar to other agency hiring authority for specialty posi-
tions, the ability to compensate pipeline inspectors at market rates through
PHMSA'’s use of Schedule A employees with streamlined hiring and flexible pay lev-
els would enhance PHMSA’s ability to attract and retain expert pipeline inspectors.

Protecting Pipelines, People and Environment

Pipelines are one of the safest ways to deliver the energy American families and
consumers use every day. However, recent illegal attacks on oil and natural gas in-
frastructure have pointed out the need for increased awareness of pipeline infra-
structure, the impacts of damage to it, and the importance of enforcement against
perpetrators of such attacks. Illegal disruptions to critical infrastructure can have
impacts on local populations, the environment and the economy. While we respect
the first amendment right to free speech and peaceful protest, an individual that
criminally trespasses onto private property to then endanger their own life, the life
of others and the environment is conducting an act that goes beyond the right pro-
vided by the first amendment.

For the safety of the people and the environment, Congress should do more to pre-
vent threats to critical infrastructure like oil and natural gas pipelines by strength-
ening the breadth of protections around pipelines and facilities and expanding the
scope of actions under criminal provision.

Our members recognize that the industry is a target for both criminals and nation
states who are working to steal intellectual property, disrupt operations and under-
mine our economy. They take the threats very seriously and continue to prioritize
the protection of their assets from both physical and cyber-attacks. Companies in
the oil and natural gas industry have made and continue to make considerable in-
vestments in defending their networks, bolstering their cyber security defenses, and
participating in organizations and partnerships where they can share and receive
threat information. Specifically, up to the board level, they are making important
investments in time, people and resources to defend themselves, so they can con-
tinue to deliver the products Americans rely on every day. While threats continue
to evolve, so do industry’s defenses, by working with government partners, including
TSA, DHS, FBI and others to understand the threat. We believe the industry’s
record of delivering products safely and efficiently 99 percent of the time is indic-
ative of the actions our members take to protect themselves in the face of very real
and serious threats.

CONCULSION

Safety of the public and the environment is our industry’s top priority, and col-
laboration with PHMSA, DHS, and other government agencies only strengthens our
ability to transport our products across America with the fewest possible number
of incidents. We are committed to promoting safety in all of our operations, helping
to ensure that American families and businesses can efficiently access affordable
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and reliable energy. Again, thank you the opportunity to appear before you today,
and I am happy to answer any questions that you may have.

Mr. LipiNskI. Thank you, Mr. Rorick.

The Chair now recognizes Mr. Holstein for 5 minutes.

Mr. HOLSTEIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I will focus my remarks on PHMSA’s regulation of the transpor-
tation and storage part of the natural gas industry. Because nat-
ural gas, which, as you know, is mostly methane, that leaks from
pipelines not only creates dangerous conditions for people and com-
munities, it also contributes to and accelerates climate change.

Methane is some 84 times more powerful than carbon dioxide
over the first 20 years following its release. And the atmospheric
damage that it causes, which includes the amounts accumulating
in the atmosphere, combine to cause 25 percent of the global warm-
ing that we are experiencing today. Atmospheric concentrations of
methane have increased 164 percent over the past 250 years, which
is a direct result of human activities.

Therefore, decisions made now about methane emissions will
have a major impact on the rate at which the climate changes over
the lifetimes of many Americans living now and spanning the next
several generations.

Methane also negatively affects human health. When it is re-
leased, other chemicals are often released as well, including cancer-
causing benzene and also ozone, which contributes to smog forma-
tion.

The good news is that detecting methane emissions from oil and
gas operations, including pipelines and storage facilities, is both
feasible and highly cost-effective. It is also getting better with
every passing year.

For example, the Environmental Defense Fund worked with
Google Earth with their street mapping cars, and we have been
able to map gas leaks, including relatively small ones, from dis-
tribution pipelines in 12 cities around the United States.

Another example, Picarro, Incorporated, which is a leading ven-
dor of natural gas leak detection equipment, did a major project re-
cently with Public Service Electric and Gas in New Jersey, which
I might note is also my home State, and found that the accuracy
of its mobile methane emissions detection systems is some 1,000
times greater than that of legacy systems. It 1s able to detect meth-
ane at the scale of one part per billion. These kinds of high-sensi-
tivity, advanced leak detection systems are mounted on vehicles
and on aircraft, including drones, and can quickly locate gas leaks
and help quantify them.

In another study, ICF International concluded that methane
emissions from the North American oil and gas sector could be cut
by over 40 percent using equipment already on the market at a
cost of less than one penny per 1,000 cubic feet of gas produced an-
nually.

Moreover, that study found that the value of gas not emitted into
the atmosphere as a result of detection and mitigation measures
amounted to well over $V% billion a year.

Accordingly, we believe that PHMSA must move in the direction
of more reliable and comprehensive inspections of pipelines to en-
sure that those kinds of modern, advanced leak detection systems
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are implemented throughout the gas transportation and storage
supply chain.

Now, looking ahead—and I want to say a couple of words about
gas gathering lines—we see that there are over 300,000 miles of
new onshore gas gathering lines that are expected to be built over
the next 20 years. That is on top of the 435,000 miles of gas gath-
ering lines already in place.

The technology to prevent gas leaks from those thousands of
miles of gathering lines and to find and fix them quickly when they
do happen is here. It is cost-effective, it is good for the environ-
ment, and it has the potential to save enormous amounts of nat-
ural gas that otherwise would be wasted.

First, however, PHMSA must learn where those gathering lines
actually are. Accordingly, Congress should ensure that PHMSA re-
quires gathering line operators to participate in the National Pipe-
line Mapping System. Communities and first responders across
America need to know where those lines are.

Two or three quick things in terms of additional congressional
actions we believe are needed.

We think there is no longer any reason, if there ever were one,
to shield poor performers from the consequences of their decisions
and actions. So we think that one of the things that should happen
is the elimination of the current cap on civil penalties.

Second, Congress should remove the exemptions from PHMSA’s
requirements for safety-related condition reporting.

And finally and very importantly—and I have not heard it men-
tioned today—is the budget. None of the recommendations you will
hear today will matter in the long run unless Congress rejects the
administration’s PHMSA budget proposals. The President’s budget
request for fiscal year 2020 includes a funding cut of almost 10 per-
cent for pipeline safety as well as additional staffing reductions at
PHMSA. PHMSA must have the resources necessary this year and
beyond to do its work if these conversations about its responsibil-
ities and programs are to have any meaning.

Thank you so much for the opportunity to testify.

[Mr. Holstein’s prepared statement follows:]

——

Prepared Statement of Elgie Holstein, Senior Director for Strategic
Planning, Environmental Defense Fund

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, thank you for the opportunity
to appear before you today to discuss the safety and oversight of the nation’s pipe-
line system.

Environmental Defense Fund (EDF) is an international environmental advocacy
organization with a million-and-a-half members. Placing a strong emphasis on our
core strengths of science and economics, we are dedicated to finding innovative ap-
proaches to solving some of the most difficult national and international environ-
mental challenges. Whenever possible, we collaborate with private-sector partners,
state and federal leaders, academic institutions and other environmental organiza-
tions interested in maximizing incentives for market-based solutions to environ-
mental problems.

We recognize that the oil and gas sector is a key contributor to our nation’s en-
ergy mix, but with that role comes the responsibility to minimize harmful impacts
to our communities and to the environment. With the continuing increases in recov-
erable U.S. oil and gas reserves, it is more important than ever that both the indus-
try and the government commit to a cleaner and more sustainable energy future.
Recognizing and addressing the causes and effects of methane emissions from the
oil and gas sector is one important step in fulfilling that commitment.
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In thinking about the role and performance of the Pipeline and Hazardous Mate-
rials Safety Administration (PHMSA) of the Department of Transportation, it is im-
portant to emphasize that environmental protection is among the core responsibil-
ities of the agency. We fully understand and support the view that PHMSA has a
critical role to play in protecting public health and safety. However, we also believe
that environmental protection is closely aligned with that mission—in fact, that it
is inextricably linked to it—and that the agency needs to be more responsive and
more proactive in addressing both safety and environmental matters.

I will focus my remarks on PHMSA’s regulation of the natural gas industry, be-
cause natural gas (methane) leaks from pipelines not only create dangerous condi-
tions for people and communities, they also contribute to and accelerate climate
change. Scientists around the world—and even in the Trump Administration—are
telling us that we must act quickly to avert the worst consequences of human-
caused climate change.

We believe that PHMSA already has sufficient authority to play a more ambitious
role with respect to the environment. However, we also believe that Congress needs
to be more explicit in defining the terms of the agency’s environmental mission. In
addition, Congressional action seems overdue to address the agency’s repeated fail-
ures to meet congressionally defined deadlines for acting on statutory mandates, as
well as the excessive time it seems to take in launching—and completing—major
regulatory initiatives.

THE HARM FROM METHANE EMISSIONS

One of the most serious issues within PHMSA’s jurisdiction is the issue of meth-
ane emissions from the nation’s extensive natural gas transportation and storage in-
frastructure.

As you know, natural gas is playing a growing role in America, notably with re-
spect to the continuing market-based preference for gas over coal in the generation
of electricity. At the same time, methane—the primary component of natural gas—
has an especially pernicious effect on the environment when it escapes or is released
into the atmosphere. Methane emissions accelerate climate change, and they under-
mine the climate benefits of switching from coal-fired electricity generation to nat-
ural gas-fired generation.

The scientific understanding of the extent of methane pollution and its effects has
been growing steadily. EDF has contributed to that knowledge base by engaging
with 100 partnering organizations, including 40 research partners from industry
and academia, in numerous scientific studies that have helped to better identify the
extent and sources of methane emissions in the oil and gas sector.! That work has
been driven by our dual concern for the environment and for public health.

Across our economy, emissions from the oil and gas sector as a whole represent
about a third of total U.S. methane emissions, the largest of all industrial U.S.
sources, according to EPA. They are equivalent to the carbon pollution from more
than 250 coal plants over 20 years. Natural gas systems alone are the second larg-
est source of methane.

The nature of methane’s damage to the environment is now clearly understood.
In terms of the climate damage it does, methane is some 84 times more potent than
carbon dioxide over the first couple of decades following its release. While CO2 rep-
resents a continuing, long-term threat in the form of accumulated, long-lived and
rising atmospheric concentrations, methane drives near-term climate effects.
Methane’s potency, and the amounts making their way into the atmosphere, com-
bine to cause approximately 25 percent of the global warming we are experiencing
right now.

The global warming impact of those emissions reflects both methane’s potency
and the fact that atmospheric concentrations of methane have increased 164 percent
over the past 250 years—a direct result of human activities.

The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change—the distinguished international
scientific group that is tracking climate change worldwide—has concluded that more
than half of the warming in the next couple of decades due to current emissions
will be from short-lived climate pollutants such as methane.

Therefore, decisions made now about methane emissions will have a major impact
on the rate at which the climate changes over the lifetimes of many Americans liv-
ing now and spanning the next several generations. (For more details about the
science underlying concerns about methane and other short-lived climate “forcers,”
please see the attached article from Science magazine.)

1 Assessment of Methane Emissions from the U.S. Oil and Gas Supply Chain, R.A. Alvarez
et al., Science, October 9, 2018
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Methane emissions have impacts beyond the realm of climate change, extending
to threats to human health. When methane is released, other chemicals such as ben-
zene and volatile organic compounds—which contribute to ground-level ozone
(smog)—are often released as well. So, it makes sense—and we believe it is essen-
tial—to address the threats from both CO2 and methane, as the Science article dis-
cusses.

PHMSA’S AUTHORITY TO ACT

PHMSA is expressly empowered to consider, and to design regulations to mitigate,
risks to the environment—including methane emissions from gas pipelines. The
Pipeline Safety Act of 1992 amended the Natural Gas Pipeline Safety Act of 1968
to expand DOT’s responsibilities to include environmental protection in addition to
safety. Specific amendments delegate responsibility to the Office of Pipeline Safety
for, among other things:

(1) Requiring pipeline operators to submit reports on any condition that is a haz-

ard to the environment;

(2) Considering whether an operator’s inspection and maintenance plan is suffi-

ciently protective of the environment; and

(3) Promulgating minimum safety standards for pipelines and facilities that are

designed to protect the environment.

According to EPA’s latest greenhouse gas inventory, leaks and routine operations
in the transmission and storage (T&S) component of the gas supply chain lead to
1.3 million metric tons of methane emitted per year. The problem is clearly serious
enough to merit additional action by PHMSA and by Congress.

DETECTING METHANE EMISSIONS

Our assertion that PHMSA should do more to reduce methane emissions from en-
ergy infrastructure within its jurisdiction should be seen in light of the fact that
the cost-effectiveness of methane detection equipment and services—especially for
oil and gas operations—has been improving steadily.

For example, Environmental Defense Fund, working with Google Earth
Outreach’s Street View mapping cars, has been able to map gas leaks from distribu-
tion pipelines in 12 cities around the United States.2

In 2016 EDF and the Pipeline Safety Trust wanted to understand the potential
impacts on methane emissions from PHMSA-proposed new gas pipeline safety rules.
Specifically, we commissioned an independent analysis by M.J. Bradley and Associ-
ates to assess the methane emissions associated with pipeline “blowdowns.” (A blow-
down is a release of pipeline gas into the atmosphere so that maintenance, testing
or other activities can occur.) The analysis also examined the mitigation methods
available to reduce such emissions.3

The study found that while additional blowdowns potentially required by the rule
could result in significant additional methane emissions, fifty to ninety percent of
the methane emissions attributable to maintenance activity conducted to comply
with the proposed rule could be cost-effectively mitigated using currently available
methods, depending on the mitigation measure selected and the parameters of the
blowdown.

M.J. Bradley analyzed five currently available mitigation measures: in-line com-
pression, low pressure diversion, mobile compression, flaring, and stopples. All five
mitigation methods investigated resulted in negative net cost as well as high cost-
effectiveness values when saved gas value and the social benefits (such as climate
impacts) of methane mitigation were considered.

Another example: In a recent report on mobile emissions detection work done for
Public Service Electric and Gas in New Jersey, Picarro Inc.—a leading vendor of
natural gas leak detection equipment—reported that the accuracy of its mobile
methane emissions detection systems is some 1000 times greater than that of legacy
systems. It is able to detect methane at the scale of one part per billion.4

These kinds of high-sensitivity, advanced leak detection systems are mounted on
vehicles and aircraft (including drones) and are increasingly used by companies anx-
ious to assure the public and regulators that they are doing their part to detect and

2EDF, Google Use Special Street View Cars TO Map and Measure Leaks from Pittsburgh
Natural Gas System. https:/www.edf.org/media/edf-google-use-special-street-view-cars-map-and-
measure-leaks-pittsburgh-natural-gas-system

3M.J. Bradley and Associates, “Pipeline Blowdown Emission and Mitigation Options,” June
2016. http://blogs.edf.org/energyexchange/files/2016/07/PHMSA-Blowdown-Analysis-FINAL.pdf

4 Picarro, Inc., https://www.picarro.com/
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fix pipeline leaks, protect public health and safety, save money for their customers,
and reduce adverse impacts on the climate.

In 2016, EDF released a summary analysis, prepared by the consulting firm, ICF,
Inc., of three previous reports examining the cost-effectiveness of a variety of meth-
ane emissions abatement technologies, including leak detection and repair pro-
grams. The report concluded that methane emissions from the North American oil
and gas sector could be cut by over 40 percent using equipment already available
on the market at that time, at a cost of less than 1 penny per thousand cubic feet
of gas produced.?

Moreover, the value of natural gas savings gas amounted to well over a half-bil-
lion dollars a year. (The study noted that additional, health-related benefits would
accrue from pollution reductions associated with methane abatement, but those ben-
efits were not included in the cost-benefit calculations—meaning the remarkable
cost-benefit conclusion were very conservative.)

We believe that PHMSA’s traditional focus on Integrity Management Systems
limited to high-consequence areas is ill-suited to address the problem of methane
emissions and climate change, since gas leaking from anywhere in the gas supply
chain does serious harm to the atmosphere and worsens near-term global warming.
(It also undermines the environmental advantage that gas industry representatives
point to in their electricity market competition with coal.) Accordingly, we believe
that PHMSA must move in the direction of more reliable and comprehensive inspec-
tions of pipelines to ensure that advanced leak detection and repair protocols are
implemented for gas pipelines everywhere.

GAS GATHERING LINES

With the ongoing national boom in natural gas development, the system of on-
shore gas gathering lines has also increased, and it is likely to continue to expand
with thousands of miles of new lines carrying gas under high pressure. Based on
information from the Interstate Natural Gas Association of America (INGAA), over
300,000 miles of new onshore gas gathering lines are likely to be constructed over
the next 20 years.

As discussed above, the cost-effectiveness and rapidly improving accuracy of leak
detection and repair equipment reinforce the argument for extending advanced leak
detection to the nation’s more than 435,000 miles of gas gathering lines. The tech-
nology is here; it is cost-effective, and it has the potential to save enormous amounts
of natural gas that otherwise would be wasted.

First, however, PHMSA must learn where those lines actually are.

The time has come for Congress to direct the agency, working with the states, to
develop an inventory of gathering lines. That inventory must include not only loca-
tion, but size, operating pressures, and other data relevant to safe and environ-
mentally sound performance.

The lack of that information not only deprives regulators and the public of impor-
tant information, it also makes it that much harder for PHMSA to justify major new
rules. This is particularly true given the cost-benefit requirements that Congress
has imposed on the agency, a hurdle made harder to clear by the absence of com-
prehensive information about gathering lines.

Accordingly, Congress should ensure that PHMSA requires gathering line opera-
tors to participate in the National Pipeline Mapping System.

EDF also supports the expansion of reporting requirements to include gas gath-
ering pipelines. Annual, incident and safety-related reporting requirements are es-
sential for reasonable management and data-based regulation of this growing pipe-
line segment.

Onshore gas gathering pipelines are currently exempt from reporting require-
ments, and most states with delegated authority to conduct inspections on intra-
state gathering lines have not developed regulations to provide meaningful oversight
to fill this gap.

Without data and oversight of these gathering lines, assessing and managing the
safety risks associated with larger, higher-pressure gathering lines is impossible. To
remedy this problem, GAO recommended that PHMSA collect data on federally un-
regulated gas gathering lines, to allow the Agency to quantitatively assess safety
risks, and evaluate the sufficiency of regulation.

EDF concurs with this recommendation, and is pleased to see it reflected, at least
in part, in the proposed rules for certain gas gathering lines. Specifically, EDF sup-

5“Summary of Methane Emission Reduction Opportunities Across North American Oil and
Natural Gas Industries.” May 2016. https:/www.edf.org/sites/default/files/north-american-execu-
tive-summary english.pdf
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ports PHMSA’s proposal to repeal the exemption for reporting requirements for op-
erators of onshore gas gathering lines, which would require gas gathering line oper-
ators to submit annual, incident and safety-related reports, and other important
data already required for other types of pipelines.

As noted above, gas gathering lines should be included in the National Pipeline
Mapping System to provide consistent, accessible information about the ownership
and location of the rapidly expanding gathering infrastructure.

The type of data submitted under the National Pipeline Mapping System require-
ments are precisely the type of data PHMSA needs to evaluate the efficacy of cur-
rent regulatory thresholds. The location and information regarding gas gathering
lines will—as with similar information for transmission lines—assist with emer-
gency response, regulatory management, compliance, and analysis. Future risk-
based regulations, such as an expansion of the rules applicable to gas gathering
pipelines and installation of automated control valves, may be improved with data
submitted under the National Pipeline Mapping system requirements.

EDF also supports PHMSA’s proposed clarification of the gathering line defini-
tion, which would avoid inadvertently excluding certain gathering lines from regula-
tion.

ADDITIONAL NEEDED CONGRESSIONAL ACTIONS

Additional steps Congress should take to improve pipeline safety and reduce
methane emissions include the elimination of the current cap on civil penalties.
There is no longer any reason, if there ever were one, to shield poor performers from
the consequences of their decisions and actions.

Congress should also remove the exemptions from PHMSA’s requirements for
safety-related condition reporting. That reporting is intended to identify conditions
that could lead to future incidents, and the reports are considered by the agency
to be important indicators of safety system effectiveness. However, PHMSA permits
several exemptions from such reporting, undermining their usefulness as early indi-
cators of potential problems. In the unfolding era of “big data” they also reduce the
potential value of the reports as a predictive tool that might otherwise save lives
and protect property and the environment.

Budget: None of these recommendations will matter in the long run, however, un-
less Congress rejects the administration’s PHMSA budget proposals for next year.
The President’s budget request for FY2020 includes a funding cut of almost 10 per-
cent for pipeline safety, as well as staffing reductions, at PHMSA. If, as the saying
goes, “budget is policy,” Congress must show its determination to safeguard the pub-
lic and the environment by rejecting that ill-conceived budget proposal. PHMSA
must have the resources necessary to do its work if these conversations about its
responsibilities and programs are to have any meaning.

CONCLUSION

Natural gas is, and will remain for the foreseeable future, an important part of
our nation’s energy mix. The natural gas revolution in America can make a positive
contribution to a cleaner environment, but only if gas development is based on rea-
sonable rules to ensure that its more damaging impacts are limited.

As we manage our nation’s bounty of oil and gas, it is important to get the rules
right. Doing so will not only help minimize adverse environmental impacts, it is an
essential ingredient in building public trust and confidence in the ability and com-
mitment of the government and the industry to reducing negative impacts on public
health, safety and the environment. Congress can ensure that PHMSA will play an
expanded role in delivering on that commitment.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify today, and I welcome any questions you
may have.

ATTACHMENT: SCIENCE MAGAZINE ARTICLE

[The article is available online: J.K. Shoemaker et al., “What Role for Short-lived
Climate Pollutants in Mitigation Policy?” Science magazine, Dec. 13, 2013, http:/
centromariomolina.org/wp-content/uploads/2012/05/Molina-et-al.-Science-What-Role-
for-Short-Lived-Climate-Pollutants-in-Mitigation-Policy-2013.pdf.]

Mr. LiPINSKI. I would like to thank all the witnesses for your tes-
timonies.

We will now move on to Member questions. I will recognize my-
self for 5 minutes.
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PHMSA’s regulatory requirements are unique among regulatory
agencies. I want to ask Mr. Weimer and Mr. Kuprewicz, what are
the safety implications of PHMSA having to undergo a cost-benefit
analysis where it must have quantifiable benefits that exceed cost
before being able to issue a notice of proposed rulemaking? And
why do you recommend Congress eliminate this unique require-
ment for PHMSA?

Mr. Weimer, if you can go first?

Mr. WEIMER. Sure. Thank you for the question.

We recognize the cost-benefits in the statute as being unique. I
think PHMSA, pipeline safety side, is one of the few agencies that
has such a thing. We don’t disagree that cost-benefit is an impor-
tant thing to look at during regulations, but it is required of all
regulators as part of OMB and through Executive orders. But since
it is in the statute, it gives the industry a unique legal hook to
argue with the regulations.

And the way that works is—I think somebody earlier today
asked what the value of human life is. And when you do the cost-
benefit analysis that PHMSA uses, they use a figure of about $9
million or $10 million as the benefit of a human life. So if you have
a tragedy like San Bruno that kills eight people and you go
through a cost-benefit to look at installing new valves on a pipeline
and you say that over the course of 10 years you are going to pre-
vent 10 lives from being lost, that would be worth about $100 mil-
lion.

At the same time, if you look at what the cost would be for the
industry to put a valve on every mile of pipeline that it might be
required, like based on the NTSB recommendations, it may be that
those valves—and I am just making numbers up—cost $1 million
apiece, and you might have to put 400 of them nationwide, so that
is worth $400 million. So the cost of implementing automated
valves way outweighs the benefit of the human lives you are going
to save.

Now, that was a very basic overview, and it is much more com-
plex, but that is the way the statute works, in that industry can
go to court then and argue that the statute wasn’t based on cost-
benefit because it is in the statute. You can’t argue that just at
OMB, where it does make sense to weigh those things. So that is
why we think it should be removed.

Mr. LipINSKI. Mr. Kuprewicz, do you want to add anything to
that?

Mr. KuPREWICZ. Yes. I would add that, in my 20 years of kind
of watching the development and promulgation of pipeline safety
regulations in the fields, I have seen PHMSA’s frustration in trying
to push development of some very good ideas. And the cost-benefit
process slows the whole thing down, and then it gets lost, you
know, in bureaucratic procedures on many things.

And so my comment earlier about—I used to think $1 billion was
a lot of money, in terms of some of these tragedies. And you have
heard just a few that I have investigated today in more detail. The
analysis is all wrong. The nature of the failures are such that cost-
benefit does not set itself up. Its primary objective, from where I
stand, is to deregulate. So let’s call it what it is.
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hNow, it is up to Congress to decide how they want to deal with
that.

Mr. LipINSKI. That is a very interesting point you raise about ac-
tually measuring the benefits. That is something we are going to
have to look at closely here.

I want to move on to Chief Eggleston. What can Congress do to
improve the information-sharing between pipeline operators and
local communities’ emergency responders so that you have the type
of information that you need?

Chief EGGLESTON. Well, we truly believe that that point of con-
tact is best handled through the LEPCs, that they throughout the
Nation have been proven to help share information across localities
in terms of hazards in their areas. So continuing to help fund the
grant programs that support the LEPCs, we think, is the best way
to go forward.

Mr. LiPINSKI. I know when I mentioned in my opening statement
that in Romeoville, in my district, there was a leak. The story is
that the leak was detected, and someone had to go walk along the
pipeline to get any information on whose pipeline this was to even
know who to contact. It would be much better if that information
was available, along with other information.

I want to quickly ask, in the short amount of time, a quick ques-
tion of Mr. Holstein. You talked about, and I had read about
Google going around with their mapping finding the leaks. What
happened with that information? Was it actually used to fix leaks?

Mr. HOLSTEIN. We posted that information, Mr. Chairman, on
our website, and so anyone can see it today. And we specifically en-
couraged local citizens in those communities, places like Boston
and Indianapolis and eight other cities around the country, encour-
aged people to discuss that amount of leakage. In many older cities,
in particular, we found there was a great deal of leakage.

However, we were careful to say that we were not challenging
the classification system that is used by PHMSA and by gas dis-
tribution utilities in terms of the decisions they make about how
quickly to respond, how urgently to respond to different types of
leaks. After all, a big leak out in a field is less of a safety threat
than a small leak in a small apartment.

So mostly what we were trying to demonstrate is that new tech-
nologies exist to do very accurate and very inexpensive and also
very rapid surveys of, in that case, streets in major cities. But the
same kinds of technologies can be deployed elsewhere.

Mr. LipiNskI. Thank you. My time has expired.

I now will recognize Mr. Balderson for 5 minutes.

Mr. BALDERSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

My first question to the panel—good afternoon, and thank you all
for being here today—is for Mr. Black.

Mr. Black, thank you for testifying before the subcommittee
today regarding pipeline safety.

I think we all can agree that PHMSA regulations shouldn’t pre-
vent an operator from applying the best available technology and
inspection tools to conduct assessments and address potential prob-
ems.

If PHMSA was to develop a pilot program that allows companies
to test and use new pipeline technologies and offer exemptions
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from agency regulations, how could we do so responsibly and en-
sure the expectations meet adequate safety levels?

Mr. BLACK. Thank you, Congressman.

PHMSA has authority in motor carrier statute to issue pilot pro-
grams, and we recommend that here for pipeline safety so that we
can harness the benefits of new technologies, just like you are say-
ing.

Advances in pipeline inspection technologies and in analytical
techniques have really increased recently, and they have outpaced
PHMSA regulation. With the pilot program, PHMSA could test
technologies and approaches that they believe would have an
equivalent level of safety that could gain real-world experience and
data that they could use then to have more confidence moving for-
ward on regulations.

We believe safety would be improved by using these latest tech-
nologies on when to inspect, when to perform maintenance on pipe-
lines, and to use the benefits of improving technology.

Mr. BALDERSON. Thank you for that answer.

A followup with that: Can you provide any examples of innova-
tive technologies that can be used to promote pipeline safety oper-
ations to outdated PHMSA regulations?

Mr. BLACK. Pipelines are inspected by in-line inspection or diag-
nostic robots. You hear us refer to them often as smart pigs. They
travel inside a pipeline, using technologies like MRI or an
ultrasound at the doctor’s office. They collect terabytes of data.
They give us more information than we have ever had before about
smaller and smaller features. With that information, we can
prioritize risks and get out there and perform preventive mainte-
nance to address an issue before it becomes a problem.

Outdated PHMSA regulations might suggest a schedule and a
prioritization of risks different than modern know-how and engi-
neering principles would tell us. So with a pilot program, PHMSA
can put these ideas to use, gather information, and then, if they
are proven beneficial, apply those across Federal regulations to
benefit safety across the entire industry.

Mr. BALDERSON. OK. Thank you very much.

Mr. Rorick, also thank you for being here today. My next ques-
tion is, how can the pipeline industry and API member companies
work with PHMSA to ensure the agency is able to retain qualified
and expert pipeline inspectors?

Mr. Rorick. Thank you for the question, Congressman.

It is one of our core items, as we discuss pipeline authorization,
to make sure that PHMSA, as the regulator, is properly resourced
to fulfill its mission but then also has properly trained individuals
with the expertise needed to provide the proper oversight for our
industry.

Certainly, they have run into challenges with both attracting
good talent and then training them. And then when they have
trained talent, they often lose them, those trained personnel, actu-
ally back to industry.

So I think it is important for Congress to work very closely with
the agency to ensure that they are taking full advantage of the
Government programs that allow them to provide compensatory
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pay to their folks and look at other innovative ways to try to at-
tract their employees to stay at the agencies.

Mr. BALDERSON. OK. Thank you.

Mr. Chairman, thank you, and I yield back my remaining time.

Mr. LipiNskI. Thank you.

The Chair now recognizes Mrs. Fletcher for 5 minutes.

Mrs. FLETCHER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Thanks to all of the witnesses this morning for your testimony
and for your written testimony, which I have reviewed.

I want to follow up on a couple of the things that we have talked
about here. And one thing—I just want to follow up on Mr. Black’s
testimony but open this to anyone who wants to comment on it,
hearing about the pilot program and some of these ideas.

Are there enough avenues and resources at PHMSA for the agen-
cy to consider this data that the new technology can provide and
the potential safety benefits that would arise from it?

That is for anybody to answer.

Mr. BLACK. I think there are enough resources for PHMSA to use
this.

PHMSA has a practice of reviewing best practices put out by the
ANSI-accredited process that Mr. Rorick of API mentioned. There
is a new recommended practice on inspecting and repairing pipe-
lines that provides specific proposals for PHMSA to look at that.
We have encouraged PHMSA to review those, consider incor-
porating them into Federal regulations.

The Administrator, I was encouraged to hear, acknowledged that
the special permit process is a way for PHMSA to adopt that on
a company-specific basis. We encourage them to do that writ large
so that we can more quickly let the American public and the envi-
ronment benefit from safety.

And if not incorporating by Federal regulations or the special
permit process, we think the pilot program would let PHMSA, with
the resources that it has, use these new technologies and tech-
niques.

Mrs. FLETCHER. Thank you.

I want to switch gears a little bit and ask, with my remaining
time, about regulations relating to LNG.

So, as everyone here knows, the U.S. LNG industry has dramati-
cally changed over the past decade. Where many facilities were
originally planned as import facilities, the U.S. is now on the verge
of becoming a net exporter of oil and gas. So the industry has
changed. The regulations governing them haven’t really kept pace.
That is something I raised earlier.

For anyone on the panel, what reforms and regulations are nec-
essary for the LNG export facilities so that the U.S. facilities can
continue to be competitive in the global marketplace but that ade-
quate safety standards are in place here?

Mr. HOLSTEIN. Congresswoman, you are exactly right. Just in the
last week, two new formerly import facilities have started down the
process, according to the announcement of their owners, into export
facilities on the gulf coast. So that is adding two more.

What we need to keep in mind are two things, very quickly. One
is the enormous amount of natural gas that will over time flow to
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those facilities and the vast areas across America from which that
gas will come.

And that is why I talked about the hundreds of thousands of
gathering lines that are insufficiently overseen by PHMSA now and
need to have much more comprehensive leak detection and repair
protocols. But we must begin by mapping them so we know where
the heck they are.

The second thing is, with respect to storage facilities—and LNG
facilities do entail lots of storage facilities—we need two things. We
need a comprehensive rule from PHMSA governing storage facili-
ties. And you may remember the terrible Aliso Canyon disaster in
California a couple of years ago. And, secondly, before then, States
that have their own implemented storage facility regulatory pro-
gram should be able to carry those programs out with respect to
storage facilities within their borders. Right now, they are not free
to do that with regard to all facilities, particularly interstate stor-
age facilities.

Mrs. FLETCHER. OK. That is helpful.

Yes?

Mr. KupREwIcCZ. I would just build off of—something that moves
at minus-260 degrees Fahrenheit commands much respect. So your
line of questioning is very appropriate; you know, where does
PHMSA end on its resource allocation here? Because the last thing
I want to do is put these gentlemen in a situation they can’t win.
And so we need to have some focus on that effort in the near fu-
ture, given the number of new facilities.

Mrs. FLETCHER. Thank you.

Mr. Rorick, do you have a comment on that?

Mr. Rorick. Well, just a quick comment, Congresswoman.

PHMSA is in the process of looking at some safety regulations
for LNG facilities. And I think it is important—I think you stated
it correctly, and Mr. Holstein added as well—the growth that is
going to come from continued export is going to continue.

So it is important that, as PHMSA looks at developing these reg-
ulations, that they take a risk-based approach to this and that they
also consider the process safety management systems in accordance
with that as well.

Mrs. FLETCHER. Thank you.

I will yield back the remainder of my time.

Mr. LipiNskI. Thank you.

The Chair will now recognize Mr. Babin for 5 minutes.

Mr. BABIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

And thank you all, expert witnesses, for coming here and testi-
fying and giving us your experiences. I want to thank you all for
helping us transport liquid energy in the safest manner possible.

I am sure a number of you have heard about the fire which was
down in my district. I represent the 36th District in Texas, in Deer
Park, Texas. I have more petrochemical refining facilities than any
other place in the land. This was at a terminal facility a few weeks
ago that caught the attention of the national news. And I was actu-
ally down in Houston in the district at the time, had the oppor-
tunity to go see this facility.

This dangerous fire, which impacted thousands of lives, high-
lights the need for us to do a better job to secure and protect these
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hazardous materials. Every one of us and, truly, the entire country
is dependent on this industry’s acute attention to the safe transpor-
tation of energy products and other hazardous materials, as they
are essential to our daily lives and our commerce.

Mr. Black, if you don’t mind, I have a question. Could you please
cite specific accidents and spills in the past, what you have learned
from them, and how the regulatory environment and technology of
today would prevent that same accident from happening again? I
think it is vital that we in this industry try to do as much intro-
spection so that we don’t repeat history.

Mr. BLACK. The liquid pipeline industry has a long tradition and
a comprehensive practice of trying to learn from incidents. I was
sorry to hear about the one on the coast. My understanding is that
was caused by fire?

Mr. BABIN. Yes.

Mr. BLACK. I was pleased to hear that wasn’t caused by a prob-
lem with the integrity of the tank. But when there are lessons to
be learned from that, either from the operator or from Government
regulators, we're going to be ready to share those within industry
to try to prevent anything like that from happening.

There are significant pipeline incidents where we have looked at
recommendations from NTSB, the safety reports, industry sharing.
And we have adopted recommended practices on finding and fixing
cracking in pipelines, improving leak detection programs, improv-
ing emergency response. We are ready to do that.

Thank you.

Mr. BaBIN. OK. You are welcome.

And, then, could you share a little bit more with the sub-
committee about what pipeline operators are doing to improve their
pipeline safety? And, additionally, how are you working to incor-
porate the best practices which were recommended by the NTSB?

Mr. BrAck. Well, NTSB, after the Marshall, Michigan, incident
in 2010, issued a series of recommendations the industry has met.
One was to adopt safety management systems, and we have issued
API Recommended Practice 1173. The response, the NTSB said, ex-
ceeded expectations, and that is a “hosanna” that they don’t give
often.

Other cases that we have done from Marshall was, there was
issues needed to be—improvements in finding and fixing cracks in
pipelines. And that was Recommended Practice 1176. We found
that safety data needed to be integrated more from different types
of inspections—Technical Report 1178.

Leak detection programs were found at fault in the Marshall in-
cident, so the entire industry has learned through that, through
the adoption of API Recommended Practice 1175, so that there is
now more constant monitoring of pipelines by trained control room
operators.

NTSB made a recommendation out of a Centreville, Virginia, in-
cident recently where we found that there was cracking associated
with a dent. And industry is now working on Technical Report
1183 on managing those cracks.

These are a couple of examples of specific ways operators are
learning from incidents, trying to improve upon that, and then
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share industrywide, implementing improvements throughout all
companies to try to avoid incidents.

Mr. BABIN. Very good. I appreciate that very much.

And with that, I yield back, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. LipINSKI. Thank you, Mr. Babin.

I will now recognize Mr. Payne for 5 minutes.

Mr. PAYNE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

And, Chief Eggleston, in my other responsibilities on Capitol
Hill, I am on the Committee on Homeland Security and the chair-
man of the Subcommittee on Emergency Preparedness, Response,
and Recovery. And so I spend a lot of my time trying to make sure
that you and your colleagues have the training and the safety
equipment and the things to respond to these emergencies and be
prepared well in advance of them. And so, you know, I take a lot
of pride in that as well.

Let me ask you, in your testimony you note that it wasn’t clear
how many LEPCs are active in carrying out their missions. Correct
me if I am wrong, but there seems to be a disconnect between
LEPCs, local pipeline operators, and other external stakeholders.
What happened, and why does this disconnect exist? And what can
be done to fix the disconnect?

You know, it is critical that the LEPCs are up and effectively
running.

Chief EGGLESTON. Thank you, sir. I appreciate the question and
appreﬁiate your service with the Committee on Homeland Security
as well.

I am not sure why some LEPCs are dysfunctional or don’t exist.
I can speak from my own experience in the Charlottesville/Albe-
marle area that we have a very active LEPC. And it is mainly driv-
en by the community’s demand for transparency and information
and my responsibility to ensure that our citizens are protected. So
that is my main driver. I reach out and connect with industry, and
they are grateful to meet with me and discuss the hazards in my
community.

So I think it takes a will of both the locality as well as industry
to meet and form the LEPC. That is basically who it is made of.
So it is responsibilities on both sides.

I will tell you that I have previously worked in a community that
had strong industry, and we had 100, complete transparency work-
ing with industry, had one of the strongest LEPCs that I remember
being associated with. And we had a number of hazardous material
incidents in those industries, and they went very smooth because
of the communication and information-sharing that happened.

And when I look at the hazards across our country related to
pipeline, it really starts off with partnerships with the operators
and information. Because when we send our firefighters out the
door to respond to an incident with this kind of magnitude, we
need to arm them with as much information as we can. Because
I don’t want to send them into an incident blindly, because it is not
fair to the citizens and not fair to my firefighters.

Mr. PAYNE. Absolutely.

Chief EGGLESTON. Thank you.

Mr. PAYNE. Absolutely. So you think it becomes an issue around
the community sometimes——
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Chief EGGLESTON. Yes, sir.

Mr. PAYNE [continuing]. In terms of how important this inter-
action is?

Chief EGGLESTON. It is. I think it also comes down to funding.
Some rural communities cannot afford to properly fund their
LEPCs. So I think that is where the IFC is working with PHMSA
to help fund adequately some of those LEPCs that serve the rural
areas but tend to have hazards related to the pipelines that run
through them.

So, in some cases, it is community activity; in a lot of cases, it
comes down to funding.

Mr. PAYNE. OK. Thank you.

In your testimony, you mentioned that your organization is using
your Community Safety—Emergency Planning, Response, and Out-
reach Grant to help LEPCs prepare for incidents in their commu-
nities.

I am interested in learning exactly how you are making sure that
the community LEPCs are prepared to respond to pipeline emer-
gencies. Can you describe some of the programs you have with the
LEPC to ensure that preparedness?

Chief EGGLESTON. Certainly. We have created some products and
training in cooperation with one company, TransCanada, here to
provide training to local responders in the LEPC. There is a num-
ber of other training products that we have had developed as well
that I would be more than happy to send to you after the fact.

Mr. PAYNE. OK. Thank you very much.

And I will yield back the balance of my 1 second.

Mr. LipiNskI. Thank you.

The Chair now recognizes Mr. Perry for 5 minutes.

Mr. PERRY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Thank you, gentlemen, for being here.

Mr. Black, when individual companies in the individual States
install gathering lines, they have to permit them, they have to lo-
cate them. The local municipality, the State regulatory agencies
know where they are, know who installed them. Is that generally
correct? Or do we have no idea where all of these gathering lines
are?

Mr. BLACK. I can speak to liquid gathering——

Mr. PERRY. Sure.

Mr. BLACK [continuing]. Where there is more knowledge with
States. I think some States are different, but in those States that
have production and have for a long time, there are robust regula-
tions in place. PHMSA also regulates certain liquid gathering
above certain inches diameter. I believe there is great awareness,
but I can’t speak to each State.

Mr. PERRY. I mean, is there any reason to believe that the com-
pany itself, with a significant investment and a significant liability,
doesn’t have a great stake in making sure that they are placed
safely, that they are maintained correctly, and that their where-
abouts is known and documented? And aren’t they also required to
do those things by the individual States?

I mean, the point is that I think the States do a pretty darn good
job, and the implication that the States can’t handle this seems to
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be, to me—I mean, I come from Pennsylvania. We do a lot of this
stuff here, and I think we do it pretty well.

Mr. BLAack. Well, I am much more familiar with the transmission
pipelines——

Mr. PERRY. Sure.

Mr. BLACK [continuing]. That we represent. I understand what
you said to be the case. I think you are right.

Mr. PERRY. PHMSA covers the Nation’s over 2% million miles of
gas and hazardous liquid pipelines, accounting for the transport of
65 percent of the energy consumed domestically.

Given all the concerns raised about their track record of delays
in promulgating congressionally mandated safety regulations, what
is the overall safety record of the liquids pipelines, as a general
rule? Do you know?

Mr. BLACK. We have not been waiting for PHMSA to adopt regu-
lations for us to continue improving safety. We got a broad series
of strategic plan initiatives that pay off. In the last 5 years, inci-
dents impacting people and the environment—consensus metrics
we all worked on after an NTSB recommendation—are down 20
percent over the last 5 years. Pipeline safety continues to improve.

Mr. PERRY. All right. Over the same period, about how much has
the industry seen growth both in terms of pipeline, mileage, and
barrels delivered? Because you are talking about being down 20
percent. What is the growth at the same period of time?

Mr. BLACK. Yeah, you are right, Congressman. We have had con-
siderable growth because of the great resource our country has
through shale production.

Liquid pipeline miles have—let’s see—crude and products deliv-
ered have increased 44 percent per year. Crude oil delivered has
increased 37 percent. Total mileage has increased 12 percent.

Now, I gave you those stats of a 20-percent decrease in incidents
impacting people and the environment. That is not normalized to
adopt the growth. That is raw numbers——

Mr. PERRY. Right.

Mr. BLACK [continuing]. That are decreasing at the same time
pipelines are increasing——

Mr. PERRY. Right.

Mr. BLACK [continuing]. Miles and barrels delivered.

Mr. PERRY. Yeah. So it is really a good news story, quite hon-
estly, without Federal intervention or with Federal intervention,
which generally is impeding the industry because we are asking
you to wait, but you are not waiting in terms of safety, and we ap-
preciate that.

Can you elaborate on industry efforts to improve safety across
the pipeline infrastructure?

Mr. BLACK. Oh, there is a strategic plan that we have where we
analyze the safety data to address the issues that are more prob-
lematic. Our goal is zero incidents, and we work towards those.

The most recent example is an industrywide best practice on in-
specting and repairing pipelines, API Recommended Practice 1160,
that would adopt the latest technologies and techniques. We hope
PHMSA will incorporate those or Congress will authorize a pilot
program so that PHMSA can test those and then use them in all
regulations.
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Mr. PERRY. All right. I have a couple other questions for you,
which I may submit for the record.

In the remaining 50 seconds, I want to ask Mr. Rorick for his
thoughts on the gathering lines.

Mr. Rorick. With regards to, Congressman—so the commitment
f{lom the industry with regards to gathering lines for safety? Is
that

Mr. PERRY. Yes.

Mr. RORICK [continuing]. What you are referring to?

Mr. PERRY. Yes, the conversation I was having with Mr. Black
about documenting their location, safety, and whether it should
occur at the State or Federal level, and the fact that the States,
in my opinion, being from Pennsylvania, we do it pretty well, I
think. So

Mr. RORICK. Yes, sir. And I think a couple of key things to re-
member. First and foremost is that gathering lines in high-con-
sequence areas are already regulated. What we are currently work-
ing on with PHMSA and what PHMSA is working on is some regu-
lation for gathering lines right now. And we are in agreement with
the discussions that are taking place right now, which is looking
at a diameter size of 12.75 for regulation.

So there is a lot of work that is being done, there is a lot of
knowledge, but there is also a lot of work that continues to be done
on the issue.

Mr. PERRY. I appreciate your time and yield back.

Mr. LipIiNsKI. Thank you.

All right. At the risk of more trouble here, I am going to open
up for a second round of questions. Don’t worry, it will be short.
So I recognize myself for 5 minutes.

I just want to ask a quick question of Mr. Weimer.

What does the record show in terms of the safety of pipelines in
recent history? What data do we have? Are pipelines getting more
safe or less safe?

Mr. WEIMER. Well, there is a lot of different data out there, and
you have heard different parts of it today, and it really depends on
which piece of it you are looking at. As I said, I was looking at
overall data. And since the PIPES Act was signed in 2016, there
have been 1,700 reportable failures on pipelines, and almost 800 of
those were significant incidents under PHMSA'’s definitions.

If you look at integrity management, how well it is working, and
you go onto PHMSA’s website and look, large spills on hazardous
liquid pipelines have been increasing over the last decade, and
large releases and ruptures on gas transmission pipelines have
been increasing.

So, you know, we could spend the rest of the afternoon probably
cutting and pasting data and coming up with our own stuff, but if
you look at the overarching data on PHMSA’s website, you will see
that some of the major types of pipelines, the incidents are increas-
ing.

And for gas gathering lines that have been mentioned, the
400,000 miles of unregulated ones, we don’t know because they are
unregulated and no one even keeps track of that. But there have
been some significant incidents on those just in the past year, like,
in our written testimony, we point out the one that killed the 10-
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year-old child in Texas on a pipeline that was 10 inches in diame-
ter, which is smaller than what API is recommending now for gas
gathering lines.

Mr. LipINsKI. Thank you.

With that, I will yield back.

And, Mr. Balderson, do you have any further questions?

Mr. BALDERSON. Mr. Chairman, I don’t, no. Thank you.

Mr. LipinskI. OK.

And Mr. Payne is gone, so that wraps it up.

I thank all of our witnesses for your testimony today. It is ex-
tremely important as we look at the pipeline safety reauthorization
bill. Tclllank you for your testimony and your time, and you are dis-
missed.

I want to ask unanimous consent that the record for today’s
hearing remain open until such time as our witnesses have pro-
vided answers to any questions that may be submitted to them in
writing and ask unanimous consent that the record remain open
for 15 days for any additional comment and information submitted
by Members or witnesses to be included in the record of today’s
hearing.

Without objection, so ordered.

If no other Members have anything to add, the subcommittee
stands adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 1:09 p.m., the subcommittee was adjourned.]
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Letter of March 8, 2016, from Calvin L. Scovel III, Inspector General, U.S.
Department of Transportation, Submitted for the Record by Hon. DeFazio

MARCH 8, 2016.

Hon. MICHAEL E. CAPUANO

Ranking Member

U.S. House of Representatives

House Transportation and Infrastructure, Subcommittee on Railroads, Pipelines, and
Hazardous Materials, Washington, DC 20015-2017

DEAR RANKING MEMBER CAPUANO:

This is in response to your letter to the Department of Transportation (DOT) Of-
fice of Inspector General (OIG) dated February 26, 2016, requesting our input on
ways to enhance the implementation and oversight of DOT’s Pipeline Safety Pro-
gram. We greatly appreciate your concern for the enforcement of criminal pipeline
safety laws. While the regulatory enforcement of pipeline safety is handled by the
Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration (PHMSA) and State regu-
lators, without effective criminal enforcement as well there is a danger that pipeline
operators may treat the administrative enforcement of fines as nothing more than
the cost of doing business. Unfortunately, although there have been thousands of
pipeline incidents over the past twenty years, it has not been possible to bring a
significant number of pipeline safety prosecutions under Title 49 U.S.C. Section
60123(a) which sets forth the criminal penalty for violation of pipeline safety laws,
regulations and orders.

A significant obstacle to bringing more successful prosecutions is the language of
section 60123(a) itself, which requires that the violation be committed “knowingly
and willfully.” A requirement of willfulness is fairly unusual in criminal statutes
and is generally reserved for violations such as tax evasion where ordinary citizens
are faced with complying with a complex set of rules. This is markedly different
from the pipeline industry which is characterized by sophisticated entities with pro-
fessional legal and regulatory affairs staff. The willful standard has led to numerous
pipeline safety cases being declined for prosecution by the U.S. Department of Jus-
tice. More significantly, there are many cases that PHMSA does not refer to OIG
for criminal investigation because PHMSA concludes there is insufficient evidence
to establish a willful violation.

We have had far more success prosecuting cases under Title 49 U.S.C. Section
5124, which establishes the penalty for violating hazardous materials transportation
laws and regulations, than under section 60123(a). Prosecution under section 5124
originally required a showing of willfulness, but the standard was changed in 2005
to penalize reckless violations as well. In the past five years alone, we have brought
Federal charges under section 5124 against 24 individuals and companies. By con-
trast, Federal charges under section 60123(a) have only been brought four times
since 1996.

We believe that section 60123(a) should be amended by changing “knowingly and
willfully” to “recklessly” to mirror section 5124. Persons and businesses shipping
hazmat are required to know the rules even though in many instances they may
only ship hazmat on an occasional basis and may never interact with PHMSA. For
pipeline operators, the safe operation of pipelines is an integral part of their oper-
ations and they have frequent contact with regulators. We note that this would not
result in criminal liability for companies that are making good faith efforts to com-
ply with pipeline safety regulations. As defined in section 5124, a person acts reck-
lessly when the person displays a deliberate indifference or conscious disregard to
the consequences of their conduct.

Another obstacle to successful prosecution of criminal pipeline safety violations is
that the employees of pipeline operators and other persons with knowledge of viola-
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tions rarely come forward. Potential whistleblowers often believe that if they come
forward they will be unable to find future employment in the industry. Although
statutes exist to protect whistleblowers, this has not been enough to encourage in-
siders to come forward. It is unfortunately the case that DOT may not become
aware of pipeline safety violations until a natural gas pipeline explodes or a liquid
pipeline leaks significant amounts of oil or gasoline. We believe that a whistleblower
incentive provision, such as the one recently enacted by the Fixing America’s Sur-
face Transportation Act,! would greatly enhance DOT’s ability to identify safety vio-
lations and take appropriate action before a pipeline rupture or explosion occurs.

If you have any questions or wish to speak to us further regarding this matter,
please do not hesitate to contact me at (202) 366-1959 or Nathan Richmond, Direc-
tor and Counsel for Congressional and External Affairs, at (202) 493-0422.

Sincerely,
CALVIN L. ScoveL III
Inspector General, U.S. Department of Transportation

————

Statement of the Interstate Natural Gas Association of America, Submitted
for the Record by Hon. Lipinski

[The statement is retained in the committee files and is available at: https:/
www.ingaa.org/Filings/14956/36379.aspx.]

———

Statement of the American Gas Association, Submitted for the Record by
Hon. Lipinski

[The statement, including a report entitled “Leading Practices to Reduce the Possi-
bility of a Natural Gas Over-Pressurization Event,” is retained in the committee
files. The report is available at: https:/www.aga.org/contentassets/
le4dac45c7e94177a033844a6a90a109/leading-practices-to-prevent-over-pressuriza-
tion-final.pdf.]

1P.L. 114-94 (December 4, 2015)



APPENDIX

QUESTIONS FROM HON. PETER A. DEFAZIO FOR HON. HOWARD “SKiP” ELLIOTT

Section 8 of the Pipeline Safety, Regulatory Certainty, and Job Creation Act of 2011
requires pipeline operators to install leak detection systems, where practicable, and
requires PHMSA to establish performance standards for the capability of such sys-
tems to detect leaks. When asked about the status of this mandate, you indicated
that PHMSA sent the Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (NPRM) to the Department
of Transportation for review “probably ... within the last 90 days.”

Question 1. As of the date of the hearing, how many days had the NPRM address-
ing leak detection been under review by the Office of the Secretary (OST)? What
date did PHMSA send the NPRM to the OST?

ANSWER. PHMSA initially sent the Amendments to Parts 192 and 195 to require
Valve installation and Minimum Rupture Detection Standards NPRM to OST on
August 27, 2018. Between that date and the hearing date of April 2, 2019, 219 days
elapsed, during which a collaborative review process has been taking place.

Question 2. When considering a rulemaking, what is the value, including the dol-
lar amount, that PHMSA assigns to a human life? When was this assessment last
adjusted or updated?

ANSWER. Consistent with other regulatory agencies at the U.S. Department of
Transportation (DOT), PHMSA does not “assign a value to a human life” or place
a value on individual lives, but instead uses the Value of Statistical Life (VSL)!
measurement when monetizing the reductions in fatality risk that would result from
a proposed regulation. Following the latest DOT guidance on valuing the reduction
in fatalities and injuries by regulations, PHMSA has been using $9.6 million as the
last updated VSL in its regulatory impact analyses assessing the benefits of pre-
venting fatalities.2 The last update on VSL guidance was issued on August 8, 2016
using a base year of 2015.3

Question 3. Please provide information to each of the questions below relating to
how PHllVISA calculates the benefits in a cost benefit analysis of potential regulatory
proposals:

a. How does PHMSA determine and calculate the benefits associated with a po-

tential provision in a notice of proposed rulemaking or a final rule?

ANSWER. In determining the benefits of a potential provision in a rulemaking,
PHMSA follows Circular A-4, the Office of Management and Budget’s (OMB)
guidance on the development of regulatory analysis, as well as Executive
Order 12866, “Regulatory Planning and Review”.

b. Identify what PHMSA considers to be benefits, the value that PHMSA assigns
to each of those benefits, and when those values were last adjusted. For exam-
ple, does the agency consider factors such as lives saved, injuries prevented,
property damage avoided, economic opportunity loss prevented, and environ-
mental harms reduced or prevented as benefits?

ANSWER. PHMSA primarily develops rulemakings to improve safety, which is
considered a benefit. The benefit of improved safety is usually measured by es-

1“These terms (i.e. “VSL” or, less precisely, the “value of life”) refer to the measurement of
willingness to pay for reductions in only small risks of premature death. They have no applica-
tion to an identifiable individual or to very large reductions in individual risks. They do not sug-
gest that any individual’s life can be expressed in monetary terms”. Page 29, Circular A-4, 2003.
https://www.whitehouse.gov/omb/information-for-agencies/circulars/

2https:/www.transportation.gov/office-policy/transportation-policy/revised-departmental-guid-
ance-on-valuation-of-a-statistical-life-in-economic-analysis

3The prior DOT OST guidance identified $9.4 mllhon as the VSL to be used for DOT analyses
using a base year of 2013: https:/www.transportation.gov/resources/2015-revised-value-of-a-sta-
tistical-life-guidance
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timating the potential reduction or mitigation of future incidents, and may in-
clude estimating the reduction in fatality risk. In addition to saved lives,
PHMSA attempts to identify, quantify and monetize the impact on preventable
injuries, avoidable property and environmental damages, and preventable eco-
nomic losses that could be attributed to its proposed safety provisions.

As discussed previously, PHMSA uses DOT’s latest $9.6 million VSL estimate
for each life a proposed rule could potentially save. DOT’s 2016 guidance also
includes a table of relative values of preventing injuries of varied severity as
a fraction of the VSL.4 To monetize other preventable impacts, including prop-
erty or environmental damage, PHMSA uses a variety of sources such as acci-
dent and incident data submitted to PHMSA, reports from law enforcement
agencies or investigative boards, and insurance claim data, if available.

c. In determining benefits, does PHMSA include the prevention or mitigation of
past accidents? If so, how is this calculated?
ANSWER. PHMSA’s rulemakings are directed at reducing or mitigating future
incidents. However, in measuring this future improvement in safety, PHMSA
will often attempt to assess whether a rulemaking would have prevented or
mitigated relevant past accidents in determining the benefits of a proposed
provision if we can establish a causal relationship between accidents and the
provision. The key question we ask is this: if the provision was in place prior
to a past accident, would the regulation prevent the accidents or would it have
mitigated its consequences? Once we answer it satisfactorily, then we can de-
termine the effectiveness of the provision and calculate how many lives would
have been saved, which injuries, property or environmental damages would
h}:;we lieen prevented, assuming they may continue to occur in the absence of
the rule.

d. Please explain how human lives are factored into this analysis.

ANSWER. PHMSA’s benefit analyses are driven by risk reduction assessments
for each proposed rule. If we can determine that a new PHMSA rule would
reduce fatality risks, then the evaluation of these benefits, measured in num-
ber of lives saved, will be the key part of our benefit analysis. For example,
if we can show that one new pipeline safety requirement would save two lives
each year after its implementation, we can estimate annual undiscounted ben-
efits of this provision at $19.2 million ($9.6 million x 2) using DOT’s 2016 VSL
value.

QUESTION FROM HON. DANIEL LIPINSKI FOR HON. HOWARD “SKIP” ELLIOTT

You stated that the issue of providing emergency responders with information about
commodities moving through the communities they serve is “a topic that we need
to address more fully.”

Question 4. Please explain what you meant by this response and what the agency
can do to meet these needs.

ANSWER. Access to information about commodities moving through communities
by pipeline assists emergency responders when responding to an incident. Pipeline
operators maintain information about what types of commodities they transport and
make it available to PHMSA and other agencies, such as the Federal Energy Regu-
latory Commission (FERC) and the Department of Energy (DOE). In accordance
with the PIPES Act of 2016, Safety Data Sheets containing detailed information on
the commodity transported by a pipeline are required by law to be provided to emer-
gency responders within six hours following a spill incident (Pub. L. 114-183, Sec.
14). Operators have indicated that this time is needed to determine a specific prod-
uct given batching in multiproduct pipelines. PHMSA understands that the Amer-
ican Petroleum Institute and the Association of Oil Pipe Lines have made their
members aware of this requirement and PHMSA has briefed the National Response
Team as well. Although section 14 of the PIPES Act requiring Safety Data Sheets
is self-executing and no rulemaking was required to implement it, PHMSA is consid-
ering rulemaking to place a conforming rule in title 49, Code of Federal Regulations,
to help broaden awareness. Finally, PHMSA has advanced other opportunities to
strengthen contacts between emergency responders and operators including public
awareness programs and PHMSA provides emergency responders with access to ap-

4“Table 3: Relative Disutility Factors by Injury Severity Level (MAIS) For Use with 3% or
7% Discount Rate”, page 10, Guidance on Treatment of the Economic Value of a Statistical Life
(VSL) in U.S. Department of Transportation Analyses—2016 (MAIS 1-Minor: 0.003 of VSL,
MAIS 2-Moderate: 0.047 of VSL, MAIS 3-Serious: 0.105 of VSL, or $1.01 million, MAIS 4-
Severe: 0.266 of VSL, MAIS 5-Critical: 0.593 of VSL, MAIS 6-Unsurvivable: 1.000 of VSL).
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propriate response resources including response planning exercises and response
training resources.

QUESTIONS FROM HON. LizzIlE FLETCHER FOR HON. HOWARD “SKiP” ELLIOTT

Question 5. Has a shortage in staffing among technical staff and those involved
in the rulemaking process contributed to PHMSA’s slowness in issuing rules pro-
scribed by congressional mandate that date back to 2011?

ANSWER. Completing rulemakings takes time simply because it is an iterative
process that is designed to encourage maximum participation by all stakeholders,
thus ensuring comprehensive rules that protect the public and stand up to cost/ben-
efit scrutiny. Collaboration with stakeholders allows PHMSA to identify concerns
and potential solutions so we can allocate our existing resources where they are
needed most.

Question 6. Do you feel that PHMSA would function more efficiently when it came
to rulemaking with increased staffing?

ANSWER. As noted in the Administrator’s testimony, completing rulemakings
takes time simply because it is an iterative process that is designed to encourage
maximum participation by all stakeholders, thus ensuring comprehensive rules that
protect the public and stand up to cost/benefit scrutiny. Collaboration with stake-
holders allows PHMSA to identify concerns and potential solutions so we can allo-
cate our existing resources where they are needed most.

Question 7. Has the agency made use of all the available authorities that would
help PHMSA compete against the private industry to hire and retain talented Fed-
eral workers?

ANSWER. Yes, PHMSA has used several innovative hiring techniques including:
recruiting under titles that tend to attract larger candidate pools; increased out-
reach to colleges and universities; placing veterans, that with added training can
become qualified inspectors faster; and leveraging direct hiring authority. Under my
direction, the agency has prioritized filling all open inspector vacancies. Our direct-
hire authority allows PHMSA to quickly employ qualified candidates, fill any exist-
ing staffing gaps and automatically transform the sometimes time consuming gov-
ernment hiring process to a more efficient form of recruiting. Direct-hire authority
also provides PHMSA the opportunity to reach highly qualified candidates with no
other means to earn a federal position. PHMSA has been successful in its efforts
to hire and retain qualified inspection engineers and currently has 200 pipeline in-
spection and enforcement personnel currently on board and is in the process of hir-
ing an additional 14.

QUESTIONS FROM HON. MIKE BoST FOR HON. HOWARD “SKip” ELLIOTT

Question 8. Some operator safety information is treated as confidential, which
means it cannot be shared with other operators. What utility could an agency-spon-
sored voluntary information sharing program that distributes non-attributable safe-
ty information provide the agency, partners, industry and other stakeholders in im-
proving pipeline safety? Could such program supplement existing safety efforts?
Could it in certain circumstance help the agency achieve its safety objectives with-
out the need for formal rulemaking?

ANSWER. Sharing incident data through such a program would assist in furthering
PHMSA’s safety goals. In December 2016, PHMSA established a Voluntary Informa-
tion-Sharing System Working Group (VIS WG), which was charged with studying
information-sharing systems for the pipeline industry and providing recommenda-
tions to the Secretary of Transportation on the necessity of a sharing system, ways
to encourage the exchange of information, and best practices for the protection of
proprietary and security-sensitive information.

The VIS WG plans to submit its recommendation report to the Secretary in the
near future. The VIS WG established seven subcommittees to help develop rec-
ommendations in these areas: Best Practices; Regulatory, Funding & Legal; Govern-
ance Structure; Competency, Awareness, and Training; Process for Sharing Informa-
tion; Technology; and Research and Development.

Question 9. Do you believe that current criminal penalties codified at 49 U.S.C.
§ 60123 are sufficient to deter criminal acts that fall short of current legal interpre-
tations related to damaging or destroying a facility, but may nonetheless put human
life, property or the environment at risk?

ANSWER. While the current criminal penalties codified at 49 U.S.C. § 60123 are
generally sufficient to deter people from damaging or destroying an operational
pipeline facility, their applicability to the act of disrupting the construction of a
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pipeline is unclear. As a result, the current statute may not sufficiently deter this
type of act.

QUESTION FROM HON. STEPHEN F. LYNCH FOR HON. JENNIFER HOMENDY

Question 1. Ms. Homendy, when exactly do you anticipate the NTSB issue the
final report for the Merrimack Valley Explosion incident? Would the committee be
able to receive a copy of that report?

ANSWER. Congressman Lynch, our goal is to complete the Merrimack Valley inves-
tigation this September, before the one-year anniversary. We will provide you and
the Committee a copy of the final report once it is adopted by the Board. Addition-
ally, at that time, we would be glad to brief you on our findings.

QUESTION FROM HON. MIKE BOST FOR ANDREW J. BLACK

Question 1. Do you believe that current criminal penalties codified at 49 U.S.C.
§ 60123 are sufficient to deter criminal acts that fall short of current legal interpre-
tations related to damaging or destroying a facility, but may nonetheless put human
life, property or the environment at risk?

ANSWER. Current criminal penalties codified at 49 U.S.C. § 60123 do not protect
human life, property or the environment from criminal acts against interstate pipe-
line facilities. Current federal law contains loopholes that assailants are exploiting
to escape accountability for dangerous attacks on pipelines. AOPL urges Congress
deter future attacks against pipeline facilities by closing loopholes in the scope of
criminal liability in current federal pipeline safety law.

In October 2016, anti-pipeline activists staged simultaneous attacks on 5 crude oil
pipelines in 4 states along the U.S.-Canada border. Assailants targeted valve sta-
tions maintained by pipeline operators to stop the flow of product through the pipe-
line when necessary to conduct maintenance or isolate a pipeline segment during
an emergency.

After breaking the chains and locks on perimeter fencing, assailants entered the
facility grounds and turned valves shutting off the flow of pipelines that together
had a delivery capacity of 2.8 million barrels of crude oil a day, or around 15 percent
of daily U.S. consumption. In some cases, the assailants by telephone notified the
pipeline operators of their actions, who shut down the pipeline flow from their con-
trol centers as a safety precaution. In 2017, assailants again targeted for attack the
same pipeline facility attacked in 2016 in Washington State. In 2019, assailants at-
tacked another pipeline in northern Minnesota.

Other assailants admitted using acetylene torches to pierce holes in a major pipe-
line under construction in Iowa and South Dakota, threatening a release if the pipe-
line went into service without repairs.

After the 2016 attacks, Carl Weimer, Executive Director of the Pipeline Safety
Trust, the preeminent public advocacy group for pipeline safety, said,

“[wlhile we certainly understand the activists concerns with the lack of
speed to address climate change we think that illegally closing valves is
a dangerous stunt that really does little to address these people’s con-
cerns. The Pipeline Safety Trust was founded in part because a valve
closed unexpectedly causing a pressure surge that ruptured a pipeline
killing three young men. Closing valves on major pipelines can have un-
expected consequences endangering people and the environment. We do
not support this type of action, and think it is dangerous.”

Public safety is threatened during attacks on pipelines, even if only closing a pipe-
line valve, because improper closure of pipeline valves can cause a pressure surge
from the mass and momentum of the liquid traveling through the pipeline, poten-
tially resulting in a rupture and release.

While no releases resulted from the 2016, 2017 or 2019 pipeline valve attacks, the
U.S. Government Accountability Office confirmed the risk of rupture from improper
valve operation in a Congressionally mandated 2013 report. Pipeline operators have
documented 9 pipeline incidents from conditions similar to an improper valve clo-
sure, one resulting in an 1,100 barrel diesel fuel release and another resulting in
a nearly 4,000 barrel natural gas liquids release. A crude oil pipeline release of this
magnitude could cause serious harm to the assailants, harm members and property
of the surrounding public and harm the environment.

Current Federal statute at 49 USC § 60123 prohibiting damaging or destroying
interstate pipeline infrastructure does not address changing tactics that are none-
theless dangerous to the assailants, public safety and the environment. Under
§ 60123, the guilty conduct making the action illegal must include “damaging” or
“destroying” the interstate pipeline facility. These terms are commonly defined re-
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spectively as causing physical harm to something in such a way as to impair its
value, usefulness, or normal function and damaging something so badly that it can-
not be repaired.

Several of the recent attacks against interstate pipelines neither damaged nor de-
stroyed the facilities. The valve turnings, while a dangerous threat to the assailants,
public and environment, did not damage or destroy the valves. Several more recent
attacks, which did cause physical damage to pipelines, occurred at locations where
the pipeline was still under construction and not yet operating as an interstate pipe-
line. State legislatures are acting to close gaps in their statutes protecting pipelines
and infrastructure. States are extending criminal penalties to tampering with, im-
peding or inhibiting the operation of pipeline infrastructure. Congress should plug
the same loopholes in federal law.

AOPL does not recommend any limits on free speech or the right to protest peace-
fully. Similarly, AOPL does not seek an extension of criminal penalties beyond the
assailants and their specific dangerous activities to other organizations or causes.
AOPL recommends Congress update federal law at 49 USC § 60123 to:

1. criminalize interfering with the operations of interstate pipeline facilities

2. criminalize attacks on interstate pipelines under construction

QUESTION FROM HON. DONALD M. PAYNE, JR. FOR FIRE CHIEF DAN EGGLESTON,
EFO, CFO, CMO

I understand the IAFC prepares programs to assist LEPCs in strengthening their
pipeline incident preparedness efforts.

Question 1. Please describe some of those programs, including how they were de-
veloped and their benefits to the LEPCs and impacted communities.

ANSWER. The IAFC performs training of communities to help them prepare for po-
tential pipeline incidents in coordination with both commercial partners and the
U.S. Department of Transportation’s Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Ad-
ministration (PHMSA).

Since 2013, the IAFC has partnered with TransCanada to provide preparedness
for pipeline emergency training to local communities. This training consists of a
presentation; town hall meeting; review and preparation of an emergency plan; and
table-top exercise. The second element, the Regional Town Hall meeting, is com-
prised of an open dialogue about pipeline emergency response, which includes dis-
cussions about:

e accessing information in the National Pipeline Mapping System;
formulating a pre-plan response checklist;
identifying emergency responder priorities;
communicating community needs;
identifying hazardous materials and transportation methods;

e and buttressing response preparation and capability.

Our other programs are funded by the Community Safety Grant, first authorized
in 2015 by the FAST Act (PL 114-94) and administered by PHMSA. The IAFC’s
Community Safety-Emergency Planning, Response and Outreach (CS-EPRO) pro-
gram provides responder training and preparedness for hazardous materials inci-
dent response. This grant enables us to provide training and resources to LEPCs
that improves their emergency planning and response expertise. The programs sup-
ported by the Community Safety Grant can be applied to any type of hazardous ma-
terial transportation, including rail, pipeline and vehicle transportation. The IAFC
supports the reauthorization of this grant when its authorization expires in 2020.

The IAFC also advocates for the inclusion of non-profits as eligible entities for the
Technical Assistance Grants administered by PHMSA. As the only pipeline-specific
grants administered by PHMSA, the TAG offer significant opportunities for non-
profit organizations like ours to conduct pipeline safety-oriented training for local
responders and LEPCs.

The IAFC looks forward to working with the Committee and Subcommittee to im-
prove the safety of the nation’s pipeline system and promote first responder pre-
paredness and training to reduce the impact of pipeline incidents when they occur.
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